
DEVELOPMEPl' i  IMPACT FEES 

CC-6 
CC-46 
CC-56 

f io t ice  o f  t h i s  rneetinq w a s  published a c c o r d i n g  t\i lal.4, a n  
d f f i d a v i t  of which i s  o:! f i l e  i r !  the  C i t y  C l e r k ' s  o f f i c e .  
The sub jec t  of  th? t h i s  i nee t i ny ,  "Development I n p a c t  Fees" ,  
was introduced 5y City Yanaqer Peterson a n d  Piibl i c  tu'orks 
cli rec tor Ronskc;. M i - .  Ronsko then i ntrcrduced 
representa t ives  c f  No1 t e  & A s s o c i a t e s  and Angus M c D ~ n a l d  & 
i3,ssociates. The presenta t ion  cons is ted  a f  the following 
;egments: 

0 E V EL OPM E NT I P! PA. CT F E E P R E S E F1 TAT I 0 N 

Overview 
(by C i t y  s t a f f )  

Fee Calculat ion Procedure 
Cash F ~ G W  Analysis 
AB 1600 Requirenents 
Progran: AdministratiGn 
(by McDonald & Associa tes )  

Water 
Sewer 
S tonn Drai Gage 
S t r e e t s  & Kmds 
(by Nolte & Asscc ia tes )  

Po7 i c e  
F i r e  
Parks & Recreation 
General C i  t y  Faci 1 i t i e s  
( b y  M ~ D o ~ d l d  8 Associd tes )  

Sumary o f  Total Fees 
Tota l  Ci ty  Fees 
Ccrnparisoo W i t h  3the1. C i t i e s  
?as t F u n d i n g  Sources 
( b y  Ci ty  s t a f f )  

T h e  f o l l  owing  persons addressed the  Ci ty Counci 1 regarding 
t h e  matter :  

3 )  Terry P i a z z a ,  Rauiiibach R Piazza ,  323 U e s t  
Elm S t r e e t ,  I - o d i ;  

b )  S t c v e  Pech i r , ,  iidumbacti 8 P i a z z a ,  523 Y e s t  
E I C I  S t r e e t ,  L u d i ;  

c )  Dennis "le:iriett, 1711 Coventry \Jay, L o d i ;  

J e f f  h i r s t .  314 i<est Lockeford S t r e e t ,  L o d i ;  
ant?  

df  



There b e i n g  110 other persons w i s i l i r i f j  t o  sp?ak ,  the p u b l i c  
p o r t i o n  o f  the meeting w a s  c lcsed .  

A l c n g t h y  discussion follnwed w i t h  t h e  C i t y  Council ,!skit!g 
s t ; f f  t o  t-zspond t o  the nu:wrouc  points that were r l ised j n  
t h i s  disccssion. I t  was 3qrreec t h z t  a p o t h e r  m e e t i n g  o f  
t h i s  , t ype  w i l l  be h e l d  5y the L ' t y  Csuncil i n  :be near 
future.  



DECLARATION OF i * I A I L I N G  

On P?dy 2, 1991 i n  the  C i t y  o f  Lodi ,  San #Joaquin  County, C z l i f o r n i d ,  I 
deposi ted i n  the l lni ted S t a t e s  m i ? ,  envelopes with f i r s t - c l a s s  postage 
prepaid thereon,  conta in ing  a copy of the Notice a t t a c h e d  h e r e t o ,  marked 
Exhib i t  " A " ;  s a i d  envelopes were addressed a s  i s  m r e  ? a r t i c u l a r l y  chown 
OR Exhib i t  "El '  a t t ached  h e r e t o .  

There i s  a r e g u l a r  daily ccmmunication by mail between the C i t y  o f  L o a i ,  
C a l i f o r n i a ,  d n d  the  p laces  t o  which s a i d  envelopes were dddr?SSed. 

I d e c l a r e  under pena l ty  o f  perjury t h a t  the foregoing  i s  t rw  a n d  c o r r e c t .  

Executed on tilay 2 ,  1991, a t  L o d i ,  C a l i f o r n i a .  

A T i Z f q .  Reimche 
City Clerk 

f d p u t y  C i t y  Clerk 

D E C / O  1 
T X T A .  FRlil 



1:OTICE OF P L S L i C  :iE*;R!NG 
REGARD I 1% D E i/ EL 0 P bl t W T I 14 PACT F E E S 

NOT!CE I S  HE?EIIY GIVEN tha t  cn Tuesday, :.lay 23, 1931 a t  tne hour  o f  7 : O o  a.m., 
or as socn thereaf te r  as the ni(?tter may be heard, the i c d i  City Cocqcj1 ~ i l i  
ccnciuct d public Hearing a t  t h e  CdrnegSc. Forum, 305 Xost P i n e  S t r e e t ,  Lodi CA, 
to hear the f o 7 1 m i n g  matter: 

a )  Development Inpact Fees - those fees charged t o  d e v e i o p m n t  f o r  
construction of capi ta l  f a c i l i t i e s .  

A l l  i n t e re s t ed  persons 5r-p inv i ted  t o  present t h e i r  views and coinments on th i s  
matter. g r i t t e n  statements may be f i l e d  w i t h  the City Clerk a t  any t i n e  p r i o r  
t c  the hearing scheduled hereiri a n d  oral  s t a t enen t s  may be made a t  s a i d  hearing. 

I f  you challenge the subjec t  matter i n  coiii-t, you may be l imited t o  raisifig 
o n l y  those issues you or  sameone e l5e  raised a t  the Public ilearing described i n  
t h i s  ng t ice ,  o r  in wr i t ten  correspondence delivered t o  the City Clerk, 221 West 
F i n e  S t r e e t ,  Lodi, Cal i forn ia ,  a t  or p r io r  t o ,  the  C i t y  Public Hearing. 

Dated: May 1, 1991 

By Order of the Lodi City Council 

Ci t i  nttorney 



RON -i€iOMAS 
,Z PO BOX 1505 

LODI, CA 952-IQ 

GRUTE DEVELOPMENT 
5 4041 W BROOKSIDE RD 

STOCKTON. CA 95207 

B AUM B ACI I-PIAZZA 
s 323 w ELM s'r 

LOD!. CA 95240 

T H O X f  PSON-HYSELL ENGINEERS 
5 1016 12TH ST 

hIODESTO. CA 35354 

lJh i  G I O T O N I N I  

STOCKTON. Cii 95203 
-; 4 2 5  N EL DCRADO 

BEMJETT & COMETON 
PO BOX 1597 
LODI. CA 95241 

VERh'ER CONSTRUCTlON 
5 2707 E FREhfOhT ST #I? 

STOCKTON, CA 952% 

DARYL GEWEKE 

LODI, CA 95241 
f PO BOX 1210 

JEFF UXST 
120 N PLEASANT 
LODI, C.z 95240 

DILLON ENGINEERING 

LODI, CA 9524 1 
/" PO BOX 2180 

PHILLIPPI ENGINEERING 

VACAVIILE. CA 95688 
,L 595 BUCK AVE 

HENRY H1.P.ATX 
,'j- 1'0 BOX 1810 

STOCKTON. C:\ 3520 1 

BOB MORRIS 
rl 222 W LOCKEFORD ST ~9 ' LoDr. CA 95240 

FRED B X F R  
317 W LODI AVE ' LODI. CA 35740 

GOODEN CONSTRULC~ICIN 

LODI, CA 95250 
5- 114A N CIiUXCIi ST 

FHA PROPERTIES 

STOCKTON, C.4 95212 
5 3153 AUTO CENTER CIR #E 

J W  PROPERRES 

STOCKTON, CA 35210 
5 3515 COUNTRY CLUB BLVD 

SURLAND PROPERTIES 
88HOWARDST 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 34 105 

RW SIEGFRIED Sr ASSOCIATES 
f 4045 CORONtIDO .4YE 

STOCKTON. C.4 95203 

BEARDSLEE DEVELOPLIEXT 
9 I10 GRiLVD AVE 
Y 

ChP!TC)LA, t:\ 95010 

STOCKTON RECORD /= 1'0 iios 900 
STC ICKTON, C A  95201 



f 

. _  

f OR 

I 

i 

- LIBRARY 
,- 

SUSAN HITCHCOCK 
/= 615 S HUTCHINS S; 

LODI. CX 95240 

CRAIG RAShIUSSEN 

LODI. C.4 35241 
.< PO BOX 560 

I f X R R Y  !.t.ARZOLF .-- 
445 LIADROXE CT 
LODI, CX 95242 

JAMES GRIFFITH 
1020 BRADFORD CIR 
LODI, CA 95'30 

ROGER STAFFORD 

LODI. CA 95240 
/" 801 S XilLLS AVE 

LARRY X1INDT 
,= PO BOX 791, 
' LODI. CA 95241 

MICHAEL LAPENT.4 
17 18 EDGEWOOD DK 

'= LODI, CX 95240 

HAW A I I -S AN F R A N  C 1 S C 0 
5- 2200 POWELL. ST #I0175 

EMERYVILLE. C:\ 9360s 



. .  
CAMiLZY DEVELOPMENT 

i/- 7919 FOLSOM BLVD #320 
' SACRXXEhl'O, CA 95826 

ROEERT 3ATCH 

LODI, CA 95240 
IS19 S CHEROKEE LN $67 

DELMAR BATCH 
C 1767 E HARNEY LN 

LODI, CA 95240 
/ 

BRUCE T O W E  \W?iELL MAITHEIS BOWE BUILDING INEUSTRY ASSN. 
POBOX185 222 W LOCKEFORD ST -9 ,C 777 N PERSHXG ,$$C ' W,SLNUT GROVE, CA 95690 LoDr. CA 95240 STOCKTON, CA 95203 



Development Impact Fee Bresentatiora 

0 ve r v it w 
City Staff 

Fee Calculation Procedure 
Cash blow Analysis 

AB 1600 Requirements 
Program Administration 

hfcDona1d & .4ssociates 

Water 
Sewer 

Storm Drainage 
Streets 81 Roads 
Noite & Associates 

Police 
Fire 

Parks 24 Recreation 
General City Facilities 

McDonald Sr Associates 

Summary of Total Fees 
Total City Fees 

Comparison With Other Cities 
Past Funding LSources 

c i t y  Staff 



Development 11 m pact Fees 

Fee Calculation Procedure 

Determine Service Area 
General Plan Bwndary 

Establish Levels of Service 
Existing Conditions 

Determine Improvements to Meet Service Standard with New Growth 
Capita1 Improvement List 

Estimate Cost and Timing of Improvements 
Capital 1 mprovement List/Schedule 

Identify Existing Deficiencies 
Separate Analysis on Ccrtnin Projects 

Determine Relative Service Demand of Various I,md Uses 
RAE Residential Acre Ekpivalent) Schedule 

Calculate Fee 
Cost of Imp:ovements/RAE's plm Cash How AnAq'sis 



Development Zrnpact Fees 

&ash Flow Analysis 

Annual Revenue 
Annual Expenses 

Account for Interest 
(either earned on fund balance or paid on loans) 

Interfund Borrowing 

Examples 
Water - no borrowing 

Sewer - borrowing 



Water Impact Fee 
Cash Flow 

._._ -. 

i - i  Net (Fee Revenue less 
Project Costs 1 

Interest on Fund Balance Fund Balance 

- 
I 

4 
~ 

1 

i 
~ 

/ = I  
I 
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i 
m i  I I 

$9,000,000 . 

Program "Years'  8 & 9 t -  are 5 year blocks 
: m  

$800.000 ; ! i  - / I  ~ 

* i  i l  ! -  

i t  I !  
j i  

l i  i i  
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i 
, .  

$600,000 i j 
. I  $400,000 j 

$200,000 , i I j  
' I  

I .  

($200,000~ t 

, 
~$400,0(101 i 

($600,000) 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Program Year 

WACASHFLXLC 



Sewer Impact Fee 
Cash Flow 

- _ _ _  
:__--..J Net {Fee Revenue less 

Project Costs) 

$200,000 

$1 00,000 

$0 

I$100,000~ 

~$200,000) 

f $3OO,OOO) 

{ $4OO,OOO) 
1 2 

Interest on Fund Eatance * Fund Balance 

_. _ _  

\ '. 
\ 

3 

I 
, Program -Yea# 

year I 

6 7 8 

8 & 9 are 5 
:ks 

9 

Program Year 

WWCASHFL.XLC 



Development Impact Fees 

,AB1600 Requirements/ 
Program Administration 

Separate Funds 

Account for Interest 

Annual Reporting 

X l i  no r Ad j us t m en ts/U pdat es 

h f ~ o r  Updates - General Plan 

Fee Collection 

Record Keeping 



Development Impact Fees 

Water 

Projects Included 

Master 1'1 an 
Ciirrent plan plus updates 

Admin. Bjdg.lCcsrporation Yard 
50/50 split with Sewer. portion w/Electric Utility 

Oversize ibfains & hl;;tjor Crossings 
!O" and larger mains. major crossings per present practice 

Will credit individual projects with portion of cost 

Water Wells 
A11 ncw wells to rtccomodate growth 

Includes rJAC filters in certain 3373s and standby p w e r  per blaster Plan 

Water Tank 
f'xtion providing capacity for new growth (31 5% j 

Total Cost 
S9.263.525 

Projects Not Included 

Kepl,~cernents/Reinforcernents of Existing Mains 
Gencra!ly improvements to distributions system in oldcr areas 

Mi sce 1 !ar~t.ous Fire Protect ion Improvemcii t s 

Totnt Cost 
9 I .G28.CX)o 



Devebprnent Impact Fees 

Sewer 

Projects Lnclat ckd 

baast e r PI a n 
Current plan plus iiP(lm!s 

,ldrnin. I3Idg.lCorp0ration Yard 
S0/50 split with Water, portion iv;IzlectTic Util i ty 

@versize hlains 
12" and larger mains 

Will credit individual projects w i t h  yr-tjcm of cost 

Lift Stations 
In separate areas o f  benerit 

Includes force mains 
5639,SCW nct inciuded be lot^ 

Total Cost 
$1.365,020 

Projects Not Iiicluded 



Deveiupment Impact Fees 

Storm Drainage 

Projects Included 

hl;lstr_r Yfan 
Current plan plus updares 

Basi ii s 
Per hlaster Plan. including pump stations 

Approx. 1 acre per new basin in Parks Fee 

Trunk Lines 
30" Xr larger per hlaster Pian 

Total Cost 
S I 5.77 J.  OOO 

Projects Not Included 

Rfpl~cements/Heinforcenltnts of Existing hlains 
Cienerd;y iinprovements to collection sy\tem in oldcr arcas 

Total Cost 
5 1 .us 1 .O(X) 



Streets & Roc.& 

Projects Included 
illaster Plan 

Current plan plus :ipti;ltes 

W'idenings & capacity improvements to existing streets 
Kettlenmi h e ,  Lower Sacramento Road. Lodi Avenue 

Lcckeibrd Street, Victor Road 
f 

"Oversized" New Streets 
Credit on IUW 61 constnrction cost of portion over 68 feet in wid:h 

lfarney Lane, Century Boulevard, Guild Avenue, Turner Road 

improvements @ fIwy 12,W 
12/99 Interchange. Turner R o d  Overpass 

Traffic Signals 
New signals identified in Circulation Plan 
50% of sigfials already meeting warrants 

h.risceIIaneous Projects 
WID box culverts 

Railroad crossing i inprovements 

Recent Capacity I m prove m c nt Prqj ects 
Portion or project attnbuk3ble to capacity increase 

Adjusted downward for capacity ctxd between project cunskxtion and prescrit 

Total Cost 
$ 1  5.29@.687 

Projects Not Included 
Reconstructions of existing streets 

Street h1ainttn;uncc 
S w e .  Fedcral '! hlcawrc K funding 



Development Inipact Fees 

Police 

Projects Included 

Police Station Expansion 
10.OOO SF, LO jail cells 

Equipment 
Persorial equipment for 29 officers 

8 patrol cars (equipped) 
2 pickup trucks (equipped) 

Animal control truck 
Radios 

Computer terminals 

Total Cost 
s 2 , 4 3 0 . 0  

Projects Not Included 

Upgrades of existing systems 
Proposed computer aided dispatch system 



Development Ilnipact Fees 

Fire 

Projects Eziciuded 

Westside Station 
Lower Sacnmento Road N E l m  Street 

Station equipment 
Perwnal equipment tor 23 employees 

Equi prnen t 

2 sedans 
2 mir.i\xs 

Computer ierminals 

Ladder truck . 

Station 1 (Do~YratowIl) 
Minor Kernidel 

Projects Not Included 

Equipment Replacements 
Truck 8r enght. replacements 



Development Irnpsct Fees 

Parks & Recreation 

Projects Included 

ILI:tster PIan 
To R e h e  Needs, Projects and E s t '  ]mates 

Admin. Bldg./Corporation Yard 
@I 45% p e r  deficiency analysis 

New Stimda r d " Parks 
Per Table 9- 1, 83 acres 

Pjayground Equipment & B21I Diamonds 
One New Pool 

New Community Buildings 
Total 44,OOO SF, unspecified locaticns 

Total Cost 
$1 8,740,000 

Projects Not Included 

Admin. BIdg. /Corporation Yard 
@ 55% j x r  deficiency ,malysis 

Replacements of Equipment & Enhalncenients at Developed Parks 
Lodi M e  (except West side 13 acre expmsioa) 

M i x .  Lighting & Facility Upgrades 
Hutchins St. Square 

Total Cost 
51 1 ,374 .m 



Development Inipxt Fees 

Gmeral City Fiacilities 

City Ilaii Expansion 
Portion of expansion in  two phases (addiiiun, remodel), including parking 

Stadirm Area Parking 
Lock :ford @ Stockton 

Library 
Expansion or satellite site to be determined 

1LIiscellaneous Equipment 
Yddic Works Equipment 

T-'i::ance Dept equipment, computer upgrade 

hfiscellanwus Projects 
Fee program administntion. monitoring ( d l  categories) 

Genera! Plar;. current plus updates 

Total Cost 
$ 1  1,568,439 

Projects Not Included 

Total Cost 
S1.171.770 



City of Lodi 

Draf? DeveioprnenP Impact Fees for Capital Facilities 

General Plan (GP) 
Lmd Use Category 

nestden tial 
Low Density 

Medium Density 
High Density 

East Side Residential 
PR - low density 

PR - med density 
PR - high density 

Cc m .v. e r c i a I 
Neighborhood 

General 
Downtown 

Office 

In d u stri a I 
Light 

Heavy 
Industrial Reserve 

(Drafr)  
To:at 
Fees' D e r  

$38,170 acre 
$56,100 acre 

$101,770 acre 
540.700 acre 
$38,170 acre 
$58,100 acre 

$101,770 acre 

$40,010 acre 
$48,000 acre 
$40,010 acre 
$53,330 a c y  

532.520 acr0 
$35,470 acra 
$32.520 acre 

5 upa' 
12 upa 
24 upa 
5 ripa 
5 upa 

12  upa 
24 upa 

30% far' 
30% far 
30% far 
35% far 

(per unit) 

$7,634 
$4.842 

, $4,240 

S7.634 
54,842 
$4.240 

s 9,020 

' (per SF) 
i $3.06 

$3.67 
$3.06 
$3.50 

40% far $1.67 
40% far $1.81 
40% :ar , $1.87 

@ Max.  i iensiw 
per GF I Fee 1 

iper unit) 

7 $5.453 
20 I $2,905 
30 i $3,392 

7 $5,729 
7 $5.453 

20 $2.905 
30 I $3.392 

- ~ _ _ _ _ _ _  

i (per SF) 
40% I $2.30 
50% $2.75 
230% I 50.46 
5096 1 $2.45 

I 

upa = units per acre 
far = flocr/area rario (building square footage per acre) 

Police, Fire, Parks 81 Recrearion and General City Facilities per 
April 1991 draft study. Wastewater connection fee (for .wastewater 
plant). enginee;ing. building permit and other fees f o r  service are 
not  included. 

* total fee includes Water, Sewer, Storm Drainage, Streets & Roads, 



- City of hodi - Total Development Fee Examples 
I 

$3,000. , $2,520. 
$60.lun;ti $42.luni? 

50.07 reu. 

$343. ~ $263. 
S7.lunit ! 64.iunil 

I 

$246.91 2 $205,517 

Pioject Assumption: 
Land Use 

Area 
Density 

#Units; Bldg SF 
Estimated Off-Site Impr. $ 

Tentative Map 
Engineering (8s updated). 

_ _ -  -~ - 
Existing Fees 

$ per 

Sewer Connectior 
aasa Rate rS/SSU) 

Unit of Measure 

I 
$38,17O/acre' $58.1 OOlacre 

$341,200. $270.250. 

$6.824./unit $4.504.lunit 

i 

$ 1  1,762.1unit s7.929.iunit 

I of Ernpl!acre 
Sewage SH. Units 

Total Fee: 
9 per: 

Storm Drainage 
b s e  Rate: 
Total Fee: 

$ per: 

Building Permit 
Assumed SF!DU 

Bldg Val./SF: 
Aasumed Type: 

Vaiuarron: 

Total Fea: 
$ per: 

Buiiding Plan Check 
Total Fee: 

$ per: 

Mech. IElec, /Plumb. Permit 
Est. Total Fee: 

?3 per: 

S32,520/acra $53,33O/acre $40.07 9/scrg 

5135,600. $95,860. $773.050. 

S1.56ISF $3.2O/SF' S2.661SF 

I i 
92.41 ISF S4.841SF $4.321SF 

i?rong Motion instrumentation Fee 
Total Fee: 

$ per: 

Total Existi.7g Fees 

s per: 

I Resideotiai 
Low Oensity Med. Density 

10 acres 5 a x e s (  
5 upa 12 upa 

50 60 
$400,000. $100,000. 

s too. s 1 00. 
$1  9,600. $6.100. 
S394.lunit S 103.iuriit 

- _ _ _ -  . 

$2,099. 52,099 
1 00 unit6 per 

3 Br Home- 261 Home 

62.5 69 0 

1 25 units porl 

(pe: Table 7-1, GP @ref1 EIR) 

$131,188. $125.940. 
$2,624./unit S 2.099. /unit 

$4,05O/acre $4,05Oiacre 
$40.500. $20,250. 
$8'1 8.itintt' S338.lunit 

2,000 : a 0  

Proposed lrnpect Fees: 

Tot& Proposed Fee: 

Proposed $ per: 
(i fY66 o X i G f i n Q  S o  felt 

Grand Total S per: 

soumns proper ronmg, onwronmanl 

$49.00 
avg. crngle fam. 

s99.ooo 
$31,625. 
$633.lunit 

65% 

$20,556. 
$41 1 ./unit 

$44.70 
avg. apt. 

S62.5SO 

$3051 2 
$509. lunit 

of BldG Permtr 
$1 9,833. 
$331 .lunit 

Non-Rasiderrtiai 
Light Ind. ' 

5 acres 
40% 

87,000 
$125.000. : 

s 100. 
$7,350. 

S0.09lSF 

$2,099. 
1 unit per 3 1  
employees 

20 
12.5 

$26,238. 
S0.301SF 

$5,40O/acre 
$2 7,000. 
$0.31 lSF1 

$23.60 
it1 N 

$2,053,200 

$6,769 
S0.081SF 

$4,400. 
$0.05/SF 

Office Commercial 
5 acres 

35% 30% 
30,000 65,000 

S 50,000. $150,000. 

2 acres 

~ - - . . - - _ _  

$100. $ 1  00. 
$3,600. $8,600. 

Sc?. 12lSF $0.131SF 

$2.099. $2,099. 
varies W/UGCI 

srnployeos assumed 5 
48 25 

7 2.0' 28.0 

1 unit per 3, 

$257 88. $58,772. 
S0.84ISF~ SO.9OISF 

$5,400/acrea $!i,400/acre 
S10,80C. , $27.000. 
S0.361SF' S0.42iSF 

549.60. 334.eo 

s i,4aa,ooo 52.21 0,000 

$5,356 $7,161 
90.781SF $0.7 1iSF 

V N  V N 

$3 481. $4,655. 
$0:) ?:SF S 0 . 0 7 i S F  

$0.02 per SF (estimated), 

$1,740. ; $600. $1,300. 
SO.021SF $O.OZ/SF SO.021SF 

90 .15  oon Ies.!per $ 1 m .  V d .  (Stst0 mandered) 

$308. $223. $332. 
SO.OWISF $0.01 I S F '  $0.01 ISF 

I t 



GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF IIC7PACT F E E S  
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Water 

0 

Storm 1 p a h a  
Drajnage Rocrealion I 

0 

Generd 
Government Other 



RESIDENTIAL IMPACT FEE COPnPARlSON 
per dwelling unit 

Assumption: 3-b.tc'room. ZOO0 3 F  fiingle-lzmily dwoiitng 91 5 m ! : R  per %ere 

Public Safety (Police, Fire) - --- - I- Bridges/RRCrossmd ,---- - . I 

Route 104nwin Ckes  Rd- 

- - - . 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

INTRODXTION 

The enactment of AB 1650 (Gcvernment Code 566000 e t .  seq.) has generated 
formal and stringent requirements for documenting the basis for valid 
development impact fees .  In response to the changing. legal climate, as w e l ? _ -  -. - - 
as the desire to have a comprehensive financing plan for  the various public 
facilities in Lodi, the current fees must be updated and new numerous fees 
need to be implemented. 

The goal o f  the Development Impact Fee Study i s  to prepare development impact 
fees which will provide funds to construct various types of improvements such 
that the City of Lodi's adopted level of service i s  maintained throughout the 
planning period. This goal will be attained consistent with the requirements 
of AB 1600. 

Purpose o f  the Fee 

The purpose of  development impact fees is to provide adequate financing for 
the various public facility projects that are required to implement the City's 
General Plan. The fee i s  imposed such that new development will bear its fair 
share of providing adequate infrastructure. 

The fees collected will be used t o  finance the design, construction, and 
inspection of streets and roads, Water, Sewer, Drainage, Parks and Recreation, 
Police, Fire, and General City facilities. The fee revenue will also be used 
for a major update of the fee program, which is to be performed every 5 years. 

Planning Period 

The proposed General Plan before tne City of Lodi covers a planning period o f ,  
April 1987 to 2507. For the purposes of the fee study, the planning period 
w a s  broken down jnto fiscal year increments: 1990/91, 1541/92, 1992/93, 
1997,/94, 1994/95, 1995/96, 1995/97, 1397 - 2002, and 2002 - 2007. The 
planning increments are the basis for projecting fee collections, capital 
improvement expenditures and cash flow analyses. 

B a s i s  o f  Costs 

C a p i t a ?  improvement schedules have been prepared for the  Proposed General P l a n  
that cover Water, Sewer c o l l e c t i o n  (but n o t  the wastewat.er treatment 
facility), Storm Drainage, Streets and Roads, Police, Fire, and General City 
facilities. Capital costs included in the General City facilities category 
are, for example,, city hall expansion, library expansion, fee program 
monitoring, parking lot construction, and miscellaneous p r o j e c t s  not failing 



i n t o  o t h e r  i n f r a s t r n c t u r e  c a t e g o r i e s .  
were developed with t h e  a s s i s t a n c e  o f  City  s t a f f ,  o t S e r  C i t y - r e t a i n e d  
c o n s u l t a n t s ,  and  t h e  au thors .  For each major p r o j e c t ,  e s t i m a t e s  of  cos t  have 
been prepared u t i l i z i n g  c u r r e n t  c o s t  d a t a  from the C i t y ,  r e c e n t  b ids  f o r  
similar p r o j e c t s ,  contractors and suppliers.  
January 1 ,  1990 d o l l a r s  throughout t h i s  r e p o r t .  
2 0 - C i t i e s  Average Construct ion Cost Index  f o r  January 1990 was, a t  t h a t  t ime,  
4673. 

P r o j e c t  d e s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  each p r o j e c t  

Estimates o f  cost are based u p o n  
The Engineering News Record 

Background - Development Forecast - . -  

The f i r s t  step in  calcu!ating a v a l i d  developinent impact Fee i s  t o  prepare  a 
f o r e c a s t  o f  t h e  t iming and r a t e  a t  which the C i t y  w i l l  develop.  
must be c o n s i s t e n t  with Lodi‘s General Plan and Growth Management Ordinance. 

This  f o r e c a s t  

The devel opment f o r e c a s t  se rves  two purposes : 

The development f o r e c a s t  provides  the bas i s  f o r  determining when the  
requi red  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  must be completed t o  maintain t h e  t a r g e t z d  leve l  
of s e r v i c e  s e t  f o r t h  by the C i t y .  

The development f o r e c a s t  p lays  a s i g n i f i c a n t  r o l e  i n  f o r e c a s t i n g  cash 
f l ow .  
period determines the amouct o f  t h e  f e e  and the development in  any 
p a r t i c u l a r  y e a r  determines t h e  t o t a l  d o l l a r s  t h a t  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  t o  furld 
improvement p r o j e c t s .  

Tho amount o f  development t h a t  occurs  throughout t h e  plannincj 

The f o r e c a s t  o f  f i n a l  mapping was prepared per  g r o s s  a c r e  by t h e  C i t y  o f  t a d i  
and i s  presented i n  Appendix A .  
impact fees a t  the time o f  the f i n a l  s u b d i v i s i o n  map i s  recorded,  a f o r e c a s t  
o f  f i n a l  napping was used t o  e s t i m a t e  the inf low of cash .  
c a p i t a l  o u t l a y  f o r e c a s t  was based upon the C i t y ‘ s  proposed Growth Management 
Plan which proviaed the  probable l o c a t i o n  of  developnent .  

The annual update of  t h e  f e e  program w i l l  inc lude  an assessment of t h e  e x t e n t  
t o  w h i c h  development in Lodi has been occurr ing  as  f o r e c a s t e d .  I f  r a t e s  o f  
deve?opment begin t o  d e p a r t  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  from e x p e c t a t i o n s ,  t h e  development 
f o r e c a s t  and f e e  program will be updated based cn a f o r e c a s t  t h a t  r e f l e c t s  
t h e n - c u r r e n t  expec ta t ions .  

Because the C i t y  will c o l l e c t  development 

The c o n s t r u c t i o n  

ties i d c n t  i a1 Acre Equi val ents 

After t h e  amoun t  of development  was f o r e c a s t  f o r  e a c h  l a n d  u s e  c a t e g o r y ,  a 
conversion was made i n t o  the  number o f  Resident ia l  Acre Equiv3lents  ( R A E ’ S )  

f a c t o r  measures t h e  use O r -  burden a land use p laces  on a ca tegory  o f  publ ic  
improvements ( e . g . ,  water -upply o r  roadway improvements) r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  use 
c r  burden placed on those  improvements by a n  a c r e  of s i n g l e  family dwell ings 
i n  t h e  low-densi ty  r e s i d e n t i a l  ca tegory .  

t h a t  would be developed,  for each c a t e g o r y  o f  p u b l i c  improvements. An R A E  



As one simple example, the water s e r v i c e  R A E  f a c t o r s  r e f l e c t  r e l a t i v e  water  
consumption. Since t h e  Low Density r e s i d e n t i a l  ca tegory  i s  s e l e c t e d  a s  t h e  
use from which a l l  o t h e r  land uses a r e  measured, t h i s  land use c a t e g o r y  has a 
RAE f a c t o r  f o r  a l l  s e r v i c e s  equal 1.0 RAE per  a c r e .  A l l  o t h e r  RAE f a c t o r s  f o r  
t h e  ca tegory  of publ ic  s e r v i c e s  being cocs idered  a r e  s c a l e d  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h i s  
"base" RAE f a c t o r  f o r  the tow Density Res ident ia l  land use c a t e g o r y .  

For t h i s  example, the  RAE f a c t o r s  f o r  water  a r e  c a l c u l a t e d  i n  the fol lowing 
manner f o r  low d e n s i t y  and medium d e n r i t y  r e s i d e n t i a l  l and  use c a t e g o r i e s .  
Assumea popu? a t i o n  and u n i t  d e n s i t y - a s  s h o w n  below. 

Land Use P o w l a t i o n  

Low Densi ty  
Medium Density 

2 - 7  5/un i t 
2 . 2  5/un i t 

Unit Density 

5/acre  
12/acre  

A l s o ,  assume a per  c a p i t a  average water  consumption c f  285 g a l l o n s  per  day. 
Therefore ,  the water demand per a c r e  can tit c a l c h l a t e d  a s  f3 l lows:  

Low Densi ty:  

Medium Density:  

Demand = 2.75 x 5 x 235 = 3,919 gal /day/acre  

Demand = 2.25 x 1 2  x 285 = 7,695 yal /day/acre  

By t h i s  method, t h e  r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  demand o f  medium d e n s i t y  
r e s i d e n t i a l  land e x e r t s  a 2 t imes (7695/3919 = 1 .96)  g r e a t e r  demand upon w a t e r  
sl;pply and t ransmission f a c i l i t i e s  t h a n  does low d e n s i t y  r e s i d e n t i a l .  
Therefore ,  a RAE f a c t o r  of 2 .0  i s  ass igned t o  medium d e n s i t y  r e s i d e n t i a l  for 
water  remembering, o f  course ,  t h a t  low d e n s i t y  r e s i d e n t i a l  i s  t h e  b a s e l i n e  
having a RAE f a c t o r  of  1 . 0 .  

3 mwsw 



CHAPTER 2 

METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS 

SUMMARY OF FUNDING SOURCES 

Capital irrpravement projects to support the Proposed Genera: Plan and other 
City improvements are to be funded through a nunber of sources. 
o f  identifying Proposed General Plan capital improvements, a number of  
existing deficiencies were identified in each o f  the ser-fice areas that are 
not to be funded by development i;r,pact fees. City staff has projected, where 
possible, the sources o f  funds t o  finance those projects and/or portions of 
projects that are not development related as summarized in Table 2-1 .  

In the course 

During the ccp:rse of asseabling the infornation included in this report and 
summarized in Table 2-1 ,  a number o f  capital improvement plans, o’ld and new, 
were reviewed. Information has been taken from these capital improvement 
plans and has Seen included in the table. 
the capital improvement p l a n s  provided by the C i t y  are not synchronized with 
the General Plan period, the totals for capital improvements in Table 2 - 1  are 
not comparable to the City plans. 

Because the planning horizon f o r  

Phasing of Improvements for Maximum Efficiency 

The matching o f  required public improvement projects t o  revenues from the 
development impact fee program was an iterative process that included close 
coordination with the Growth Management Plan. Two objectives were served: 

The location and timing o f  new public improvements in Lodi were planned to 
help assure an orderly and cost-Zfficient pattern o f  development. 

Public improvements were timed to assure that Level of Service (LOS) 
targets for each service were reasonably maintained. 

Insofar as practical, the growth rates t h a t  are part o f  the Growth Management 
Plan can be accommodated throuqhout the City. Development can occur 
simultaneously in several areas o f  the City, rather than be concentrated in 
one area at. a time. A temporary quasi-monopoly on supply o f  developable land 
is avoided. 

The following paragraphs describe some o f  the basic assumptions and concepts 
t h a t  were used in arriving at project phasing. Additional information 
concerning specific facilities I S  included at the end. 

Assumptions/Concepts 

The foliowing assumptions and concepts quided the process o f  preparing the 
development forecast and staging of pub1 ic improvements to meet LOS targets. 



TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED MAJOR CAPITAL lMPROVEMENT PROGRAM COSTS AND FUNDING SOURCES 

04111m1 

___.~_____________ ~ ~ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

IUPACT FEE 

STORM SAN STATE AND GASTAX r- - 

PROGRAM GENERAL WATER SEWER DRAIN JOAOUIII FEDERAL FUNOd MEASURE K 

FUN% OTHER FUND COGNTY FUND r o A  ____ _-_________ __-____._I__ 
DLSRIPTION COSTS (1) FUND FUND FUND ________ 

I W a r M ! 3 M C *  $10 891 525 so s i  a28.000 50 W $0 w so so 50 58.263.525 

L se*er Sernc.13) U013920 so 50 11.005.500 lo M Y, so so 1639yx) (41 11.388.s20 

3 SnmDrVrrrp I16 824 005 $930 O M )  fo so $121 ooo $0 u so $0 so 115.773.000 

4 Slrezlsnnd9wd. se 184 4% 114 a93 513 50 I0 $0 1 1 7 6 W  5531 OOO f 1 3 5 5 2 M O  31 450.750 so f15.2W.887 

5 Poire 32516000  $'46000 so w 50 x: so w so 50 f2.4J0.000 

6 Fue $2 1550M 11090wO so so w $0 SO so so so 1'.065.050 

7 P n h ~ s n d H e c r ~ u m  530.114oOO 65.0210M) so 50 50 w $0 SO so fss3000 (5) sia7~o.ooo 
v1 

8 Genera! Car F-Lbes $f3.1M 219 $1 621 770 so $0 w $0 so so so so I1 1.568.448 

I---- 
L _TOTAL __ 

NOTES 
1 CCSfS do noi include streets and uli~ilitts wlh n development p r o p 3  tYplC2lly CCnSVucted by Iha devvaiopar as normal in-provernents 
2 'Lwdopment Impact Fee Fund' will consist oi eight separate fdnds. o m  for each calegcry 01 lacllity 
3 Fewer servicedoes nol include the wastewater plant expansion whEh tS f l lndsl  by Ihe existing wdstewaier connection fee 
4 L !t mt ior i  a m  of bincIlt lees 
5 Hutchiris Street Square Fund 
6 Dollar amounts are in January 1. 1991 dcllars 
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a Development of new r e s i d e n t i a l  l a n d  w i l l  be l i m i t e d  such  t h a t  the  
popu la t ion  w i l l  grow a t  2% based on t h e  September. 1389 p o p u l a t i o n .  Th is  
a l lows  more u n i t s  ( a c r e s )  i n  the  e a r l y  y e a r s  t h a n  i n  middle  y e a r s  due t o  
" c a t c h  up" a f t e r  the wastewater oioratorium. 

Commercial development w i l l  t e n d  t o  f o l l o w  r e s i d e n t i a l  deve lopment ,  excep t  
tihere one n a j o r  developmertt i s  c u r r e n t l y  be ing  p rocessed  (Lodi Shopping 
Center, a l s o  c a l l e d  Sunwest P l a z a ,  a t  t he  SE c o r n e r  o f  Lower Sacramento 
Road and Kettleman Lane) .  

I n d u s t r i a l  development was assumed t o  grow un i fo rmly .  

c The implementa t ion  o f  the Growth Management P lan  w i l l  d i s c o u r a g e  new 
developments t h a t  r e q u i r e  e x t r a o r d i n a r y  e x t e n s i o n  o f  u t i l i t i e s  o r  o t h e r  
improvements, such a s  t r u n k  ' t i n e s  th rough  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p r o p e r t y .  Th i s  
w i l l  he lp  lower the  cos t  o f  development and r educe  d i s r u p t i o n  o f  
a g r i c u l t u r a l  a c t i v i t i e s .  

Procedure for Staging P y b l i c  Improvements 

The specific s t e p s  t h a t  l e d  t o  t h e  s t a g e d  C a p i t a l  improvements Program a r e  
d e s c r i b e d  i n  the  fo l lowing  pa rag raphs .  

. The annual number o f  u p i t s  t o  be a l lowed was conve r t ed  t o  a c r e s  based on 
an ave rage  o f  seven  u n i t s  p e r  a c r e  p e r  the D r a f t  General  P l a n .  

o Sub-a reas  su r round ing  che C i t y  were i d e n t i f i e d  based on a v a i l a b l e  s torm 
d r a i n  b a s i n s ,  u t i l i t y  t r u n h  l i n e s ,  major  s t r e e t s ,  General  P lan  l i m i t s ,  and 
n a t u r a l  boundar i e s .  

The ac reages  were matched w i t h  the sub- ; r eas  and broken i n t o  t h r e e  phases :  
one 7 y e a r  block fo l lowed by two 5 y e a r  b l o c k s .  

The above two s t e p s  were r e p e a t e d  u n t i l  t he  a c r e a g e  p rov ided  i n  each phase 
matched the number of  u n i t s  i n  the f i r s t  s tep.  

The m a j o r i t y  o f  the p r o j e c t s  were then p l a c e ?  i n  the a p p r o p r i a t e  phase  
c o i n c i d i n g  wi th  development o f  the a d j a c e n t  a r e a .  
i n  which the impact f e e  fund would be used i n  c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  frontage 
improvements by a developer such as f o r  oversized l i n e s  and major street 
crossings. As noted i n  t h e  a s sumpt ions ,  t h e r e  shou ld  be few c a s e s  i n  which a 

c l a r i f i c a t i o n s  a r e  noted be low. )  

This would i n c l u d e  p r o j e c t s  

utility rsust be extended o u t s i d e  the  development. {Exceptions and 

Carefu l  a t t e n t i o n  was pa id  t o  the t i m i n g  o f  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  p u b l i c  
improvements, compared t o  i n c r e a s e s  i n  development and demand f o r  s e r v i c e s .  
Each improvement was s t a g e d  t o  ins:lre t h a t  i t  woiild be completed and i n  pl3cc. 



before the  actual  level o f  serv ice  had decl ined below the  C i t y ’ s  Level O f  
Service t a r g e t .  

I n  support  of t he  objec t ive  of aycjiding degradation of s e rv i ce  l e v e l ,  t he  C i t y  
of Lodi in tecds  t o  collect development impact fees i n  advance o f  t h e  da t e  o f  
f i n a l  inspect ion or the da t e  a C e r t i f i c a t e  o f  Occupzncy i s  issued. Delaying 
r e s i d e n t i a l  fees  to  the time o f  occupancy would assure  t h a t  completion o f  
pub1 i c  improvements wcirld considerab?y lag  the r e s iden t i a l  development t h a t  i s  
c r ea t ing  a s i g n i f i c a n t  percentage of t he  demand f o r  the improvements. To 
avoid t h i s  s i t u a t i o n ,  the  City’s f e z  ordinances w i l l  provide t h a t  developrnznt 
; n l r ; x t  f e e s  a re  due a t  t he  time t h a t  a f ina l  subdivis ion map i s  f i l e d .  Public 
c a p i t a l  improvements can then be constructed i n  p a r a l l e l  w i t h  the grocess of 
readying parce ls  f o r  development and cons t ruc t ing  residences.  
capac i ty  provided by the p u b l i c  improvements c a n  be i n  place a t  t h e  t i n e  t h a t  
increased dernand ac tua l ly  occurs.  

The se rv ice  

I t  i s  poss ib le  t h a t  developed parce ls  withir; the ex i s t ing  General P l a n  wi l l  
undergo redevelopment or a change in the  land use r e s u l t i n g  i n  zssessrnent o f  
addi t iona l  fees .  I n  such ins tances ,  fees  would be co l l ec t ed  upon issuance of 
the bui lding permit . 

The present  document c o n s t i t u t e s  a ” . . .proposed cons t ruc t ion  schedule o r  
p lan . .  .” f o r  seventeen years .  Tne various fee  ord in .  nces wi l l  ensure t h a t  
“ . . . an  account h a s  been es tab l i shed  and funds appropriated ...” 
the  quoted requirement.s o f  Government Code Sect ion 66007 h a v e  been met. 
can c o l l e c t  r e s idep t i a l  impact fees  i n  advance of  f if ial  inspect ion o r  
occupancy. 

Accordingly, 
Lodi 

Coments on Spec i f i c  Pro jec ts  and Services  

The following paragraphs explain the  reasons f o r  the s tag ing  of c e r t a i n  key 
pro jec t s  . 
S t r e e t s  and Roads 

The Highway 12 (Kettleman Lane) Pro jec t  Study Report was placed e a r l y  i n  
the program. This Report wil l  take some time t o  d o  and t he  r e s u l t s  wil l  
a f f e c t  the scope and cos t  o f  subsequent p ro jec t s .  

present  and fu ture  volumes, capaci ty  o f  e x i s t i n y  improvements cnd the 
capac i ty  a f t e r  the new improvement. 

S t r e e t  capac i ty  improvements were phased based 017 examination o f  the  

Parks and Recreation 

The Master P l a n  S t u d y  w a s  p l a c e d  ea r ly  s i n c e  i t  w i l l  take s n e  t i n e  t o  do 
and the  r e s u l t s  wil l  a f f e c t  the scope and c o s t  o f  subsequent p r o j e c t s .  

7 .(l‘IYl :‘L Y 



Parks would be completed by the end of the phase in which adjacent 
development occurred. 

Hater 

0 No new wells would be required in 1990/9I since nc annexations/new nousicg 
would be occupied in that year. 

Police, Fire and General Facilities 

Projects were phased based on discussions h'th the Police and Fire Chiefs 
and other department heads. 

in the corresponding area. 
0 The west side fire hous2 was placed in the first phase since it is located 

Identifying Projects Curing Existing Deficiencies 

The entire list o f  capital improvements was reviewed to identify projects 
which primarily cured existing deficiencies. 
the fee program based on this evaluation are any type of replacement, repair 
or renovation o f  an existing facility which provides for little or no added 
capacity. 

Projects that were excluded from 

In addition, large projects, or groups o f  projects, in Parks and Recreation, 
Police and General City Facilities were evaluated on an individual basis. The 
results of this level o f  analysis is that certain projects were split between 
new development (fee program funded) and existing development (other financing 
source). 

Interfund Borrowing 

The staging of capital improvements frequently produces cash flow deficits in 
one or several of the fee funds. 
once completed, provide capacity beyond the year of construction and beyond 
the time ir! which the funds are required t o  construct the project. One 
approach t.0 deal with cash flow deficits i s  through iaterftlnd borrowing. 

Interfund borrowing i s  predicated on the creation of a "Pooled Money Fee 
Account" i n t o  which t h e  a n n u a l  surplus from e a c h  fee  a c c o u n t  f l o w s  and from 
which borrowing to cure cash flow deficits occurs. Each fee ( i . e .  Water, 
Sewer, etc.) is ca1cl;fated and accounted for separately. Positive fund 
balances earn interest revenue and negative f u n d  balances accrue interes, t o  
be paid. Under t h i s  approach the development irn;)act f e e  has two parts. 

This is the result o f  large projects that, 

1 .  Portion Of The Fee From Construction Of Improvements: T h i s  
part o f  the fee is equivalent to the average cost of the 
programmed improvements per RAE.  
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2 .  P o r t i o n  Of The Fee From Finance  Charge: The f i n a n c e  cha rqe  i s  
s e t  si ieh t h a t  the ending  ba lance  i s  the p a r t i c u l a r  f e e  fund i s  
as  c l o s e  t o  z e r o  as  p o s s i b l e .  ir ;  c a s e s  where t h e  ca;h flol.: i s  
r e l a t i v e l y  smooth such t h a t  no borrow;ng w i l l  t a k e  p l a c e .  i t  
i s  e n t i r e l y  poss - ib l e  t h a t  t h e  "F inance  Charge" w i l l  be 
n q z t i v e .  
course o f  the  program. 

On the o t h e r  hand, when funds  must be borrcwed a p o s i t i v e  
f - inance  c h a r g e ,  and t k z c  h i g h e r  f e e ,  i s  r e q u i r e 2  t o  pay t h e  
i n t e r e s t  c o s t  involved  i n  borrowing among funds .  

T h i s  i s  the  resu l t  o f  i n t e r e s t  earnin(L5 o v e r  the 

The t e s t  o f  whether o r  no t  i n t e r f u n d  borrowing i s  s u c c e s s f u l  i n  coxpensa t ing  
f o r  the cash  f l o w  d e f i c i t s  i s  the ending  fund b a l a n c e  i n  the Pooled Money Fee 
Account.  
borrgwing has se rved  i t s  purpose  and c u r e d  the cash  f low problems.  I f  any o f  
these f i g u r e s  a r e  n e g a t i v e ,  i n t e v f u n d  borrowing has  n o t  f u l l y  a l l e v i a t e d  t h e  
cash  flow d e f i c i t s .  Adjus tments  t o  the  p r o j e c t  s t a g i n g ,  o r  borrowing from an 
o u t s i d e  s o u r c e  would be n e c e s s a r y  t o  fund t h e  prngram us ing  t h e  i n t e r f u n d  
borrowing approach .  

I f  t h i s  f i g u r e  i s  p o s i t i v e  th roughou t  the program then i n t e r f u n d  

T h e  ca sh  flow a n a l y s i s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  alinost  eve ry  f e e  has cash  f l e w  p r o b l e x s .  
These i s s u e s  havs been r e s o l v e d  through i n t e r - f e e - f u n d  borrowing such t h j r ;  the 
program of c a p i t a l  improvements a r e  funded in  t h e  y e a r  r e q u i r e d .  

A 1  t e r n a t i v e s  t o  t h i s  approach  i n c l u d e  borrowing frcm o t h e r  Ci ty  funds ,  i h i c h  
would a l s o  e n t a i l  repayment w i t h  i n t e r e s t ,  and "borrowing"  from developments 
e a r l y  in  the program. T h i s  would e n t a i l  cha r9 ing  a h i g h e r  f e e  t o  t h e  i n i t i a l  
development p r o j e c t s  and r epay ing  i t  i n  l a t e r  y e a r s  w i t h  f e e s  from subsequent  
development.  Both a1 t e r n a t i v e s  r e q u i r e  adcii t i o n a l  admi p i  s t r a t i v e  e f f o r t  and 
r e s u l t  i n  a h i g h e r  f e e .  

D e t a i l e d  Methodology 

A p r o j e c t  phaz ing  schedu le  i s  p repa red .  a s  de te rmined  by t h e  development 
f o r e c a s t  and the adopted  s e r v i c e  s t a n d a r d ,  showing t h e  t iming  o f  the  
exper ld i  tures r e q u i r e d  f o r  each improvement. A f o r e c a s t  of  R e s i d e n t i a l  Acre 
E q u i v a l e n t s  i s  p r e p a r e d ,  then c c n v e r t e d  i n t o  a f o r e c a s t  o f  revenues  c o l l e c t e d  
from the f e e  i n  each p e r i o d .  T h e  f e e  and c o s t  o f  c a p i t a l  improvements a r e  
i n f l a t e d ,  f o r  purposes  of  a n a l y s i s ,  a t  t h e  same r a t e .  However, i t  was assumed 
t h a t  the i n f l a t i o n  e f f e c t s  on the f ee  a r e  lagged  one y e a r  due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
the f e e  i s  on ly  updated a t  the  end o f  each  y e a r .  Because t h e  Geceral  P lan  was 
not  completed i n  t h e  1990-91 f i s c a l  y e a r ,  a i l  c a p i t a l  c o s t s  were i n f l a t e d  t o  
Janua ry  1991 d o l l a r s  and the f e e s  then  c a l c u l a t e d .  

The amount ~f the f i n a n c e  c h a r g e  i s  manipul2 ted  u n t i l :  

c A ? l  p r o j e c t s  h a v e  been c o n s t r u c t e d  a t  t h e i r  then a c t u a l  .+ear 
c o s t  ; 
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o Only a nominal surp lus  remains in the Development Impact Fee 
account a t  the end o f  the  planning per iod.  

Sumary o f  Fees 

A surrunary of the  development impact f ees  i s  presented by major land lise 
category in iable  2 - 2 .  T h i s  summary presents  the summation of the impact fee 
imposed fo r  each of the re levant  f a c i l i t y  ca t egor i e s  i n  t he  development impact 

presented i n  t he  appl icable  chapter  (e .9 .  S t r e e t s  and Roads - Chapter 6 ) .  
Each f ee ,  except por t ions  of the sewer impact f ee  i s  imposed ci tywide 
throughout the e n t i r e  planning per iod.  

Each fee  wi l l  be f ine- tuned annually t o  r e f l e c t  i n f l a t i o n  and o the r  minor 
adjustments.  Annual updates o f  the fee  should be based upon the  increase  i n  
construct ion cos t s  f o r  t h e  year  as  determined by comparing the ENR 20 C i t i e s  
Average Construction Cost Index for the beginning and end of the yea r .  
f i r s t  annual fee  update (1989-YO t o  1990-91) i s  r e f l e c t e d  throughout the  
repor t .  Fee ca l cu la t ions  f o r  t h i s  r epor t  were done t o  the  neares t  91.00 and 
have been rounded t o  the neares t  $10.00. 

- - f ee  plan.  The fee  f o r  each p a r t i c u l a r  category of publ ic  improvement i s  

The 

Changes In Land Use Entitlements 

Parcels  may undergo redevelopment o r  a change t o  a more in tens ive  land use.  
The  development impact fees  t h a t  will be due  r e f l e c t  the d i f f e rence  between 
the  f ee  appropriate  t o  t h e  more in t ense  use and the f ee  t h a t  would have been 
appropr ia te  t o  the previous use. I n  concept,  the var ious c l a s s e s  of 
i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  had the  capac i ty  t o  meet the demand placed by the o r ig ina l  l a n d  
use.  The i n t e n s i f i c a t i o n  of use wi l l  c r e a t e  addi t iona l  demand. Additional 
capac i ty  must be purchased through t h e  incremental development impact fee .  

For the case when a proposed development would r e s u l t  i n  a more in tense  demand 
upon i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  t h a n  planned, i t  may be appropr ia te  t o  assess  a special  
fee .  Purpose o f  such a special  fee  would so l e ly  be t o  insure  t h a t  
se rv ices /benef i t s  provided by the City a r e  f a i r l y  paid f o r  by the  user .  O f  
course,  by the nature  o f  s e t t i n g  f ees  based upon a s e rv i ce  s tandard,  t he  focus 
i s  upon the  City and neighborhood averages.  'Therefore, aemand devia t ion  above 
and be low the  average i s  aswned.  
devia t ion  before assessing a spec ia l  f ee  should be u p  t o  the P u b l i c  Works 
Direc tor .  

Defining the  maximum permitted demand 
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TABLE 2-2 
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

ALL SERVICES 

General Commercial 
h t w n  Commercrel 
Oflee Comrnarcial 

INDUSTRIAL 

_- 
Told 
FeeS 

$38.170 

tss.ow 
$1 0 1,770 
j:o. i 00 

$36.170 
f58.100 

t101.no 

$40.010 

J48.ooo 
140.010 
$53.330 

f32.53 
$31.470 
532.520 

i-- 

NCTES 
(11 Reudential Acre Equivalents 

Water 
1AE(l) Fee 

100 $4.510 
2 00 S9.010 
350  $15.770 
100  54.510 

l o o  $4.510 
200 $9010 
350 $15.770 

064 $2.880 
0.64 52.880 
0.64 52.880 
064 52.880 

0 9 2  S l M  
092  S4.1h' 
0 9 2  f4.150 

kDonald d As= 

(2) Dnllar amwnlh *.own are In Januay 1. 1991 dollars 

l o o  f1.080 
200 52.160 
350 $3.790 
1.00 51.080 

I 00 Sl.080 
2 00 $2.:70 
3 50 53.790 

125  51.W 
125  f1.350 
125  $1,350 
1 2 5  S1.3EQ 

033 fJ60 
033 u60 
033  s m  
__I_ 

es 

Drainaqs 
RAE(1) Fee 

1.00 57.380 
1 . 0 0  57,380 
1 W $7.380 
100  f7.380 

100 57.S0 
100  57.380 
1.00 57.380 

1 3 3  f9.820 
133  59.820 
t 33 S9.820 
1 3 3  $9820 

I 3 3  59820 
1 -x3 f9.820 
133 f9.820 

3reels .% Road: 
3AE(l) Fee 

1.00 :5.m 
1.96 S10.5M 
3.05 $16.420 
1.00 25.380 

100 55.380 
1 B6 $10.550 

305  $16.420 

1 w) 510.230 
3 82 520.570 
1 9 0  SIC.230 
327  117610 

2 0 0  $10,:;; 
1.21 56.840 

200 $10.770 

Police 
qAE(1) Fee- 

1.00 51.130 
1.77 52.010 

4.72 55.350 
109 51.230 

1.00 51.130 
1.77 52.010 

4.72 55.350 

4 2 8  sA.860 
2.59 22.940 
428 54.660 
372 53,220 

G.30 f340 
019 $?I0 
C30 $340 

~~- 

Fire 
3AE(1) Fae 
- 

~- 

100 $510 
196 fl.OOO 
432 52.210 
110 $560 

100  5510 
1 96 91.000 
432 $2.210 

277  21,420 
193 s990 
277 51.420 
2 4 6  f!,250 

064 $330 
061  $310 
0 61 5330 

__-_ 

Parks and 
Recreation 

aAE(1) Fee _____ -___ 

100 $11.810 
1.43 f16.880 
2.W 533,040 
1.10 512.870 

1 0  111.810 

283  s33.040 
1.43 516,880 

0 31 f3.750 
0 32 53.750 
032 $3750 
0% $6.430 

023  62.680 
0 33 $3.640 
023 $2.680 

General City 
Facilities 

IAE(1) Fee ~- 

1.00 $6.370 
1.43 S9.1W 
2.80 $?7.810 
1.10 te.990 

1.00 19.370 
1.43 $9.100 
2.80 $17,810 

0.89 $5.700 
0 69 $5.700 
0 89 $5.700 
1.53 59.7M) 

0.64 $4.070 
0.93 $5.840 
O W  $4.070 



An example o f  more i n t e n s e  demand f o r  s e r v i c e  than  provided f o r  i n  the f e e  
s t r u c t u r e  i s  a shoppifig c e n t e r  t h a t  i s  l o c a t e d  i n  a neighborhood commercial 
land use. The s p e c i f i c  use (shopping  c e n t e r )  i s  allowed i n  t he  l and  use  
(Neighborhood Commercial). I n  the  c a s e  o f  the S t r e e t s  and Roads Fee,  a n e t  
t r i p  r a t e  o f  10.5 peak hour t r i p s  i s  assumed f o r  Neighborhood Commercial but 
t h e  C i t y  C i r c u l a t i o n  Plan a s sunes  30 peak hour t r i p s  f o r  shopping c e n t e r  u ses .  
I n  t h i s  c a s e ,  the d e v i a t i o n  above the  s e r v i c e  s t a n d a r d  provided by t h e  f e e  i s  
approximately ?W%. There fo re ,  a s p e c i a l  fee i s  recommended. - 

The o p p o s i t e  example t o  an i n t e n s i f i c a t i o n  o f  use  would be a pa rce l  t h a t  
deve lops  a t  a use t h a t  i s  l e s s  i n t e n s e  than  i t s  l and  use e n t i t l e m e n t .  The 
va r ious  fee o rd inances  should p rov ide  f o r  a "excep t ion  procedure"  t o  dea l  wi th  
i n s t a n c e s  t h a t  s i v p l y  were no t  contempla ted  a t  the t ime t h a t  the ord inance  was 
adopted. As a g e n e r a l i z a t i o n ,  e x c e p t i o n s  should  be g r a n t e d  s p a r i n g l y .  
F a c i l i t i e s  were s i z e d  based on the expec ted  l and  uses and i n  many c a s e s  
c a p a c i t y  w i l l  be provided i n  advance of t o t a l  demand because o f  t h e  i n a b i l i t y  
t o  b u i l d  c e r t a i n  c l a s s e s  of p r o j e c t s  in  s t a g e s .  I f  e x c e p t i o n s  are g ran ted  
e a s i l y ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h e  l a t e r  y e a r s  o f  the p l ann ing  p e r i o d ,  s u f f i c i e n t  
development iRpact f e e s  w i l l  no t  be a v a i l a b l e  t o  c o p p l e t e  the Cap i t a l  
Irnproiiemen t s  Program. 

A n  a d d i t i o n a l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  i s  t h a t  a l though  a pa rce l  may be developed 
i n i t i a l l y  in  a less  i n t e n s e  use, i t  nay undergo redevelopment i n  f u t u r e  y e a r s .  
The f u l l  f e e  would be due .  I f ,  subsequen t ly  the pa rce l  was redeveloped ,  i t  
would r e c e i v e  c r e d i t  f o r  the f a c t  t h a t  the f u l l  f e e  had been pa id .  Only if 
t h e  f u t u r e  use  was more i n t e n s e  t h a n  the  o r i g i n a l  land  use ca t egory  would a 
h ighe r  f e e  be due .  

The amount and t iming  of redevelopment and r euse  cannot  be p r e d i c t e d  w i t h  any 
accuracy .  Accord ingly ,  t h e  development f o r e c a s t  on which t h e  f e e s  were based 
inc ludes  o n l y  new development.  
redevelopment o r  r euse  a r e  for thcoming i n  f u t u r e  y e a r s ,  the e f f e c t  o f  t h i s  czn 
be cons ide red  du r ing  the annual update  o f  the f e e  o rd inances .  

S u c c e s s f u l l y  implementing a 1 7  y e a r ,  5124,000,000 C a p i t a l  Improvenents Program 
i s  a major under tak ing .  
management and moni tor ing  of a c t u a l  performance a s  compared t o  p l an .  

The  Cap i t a?  improvements Program c o n t a i n s  s p e c i f i c  l i n e  i tems  t o  provide  t h e  
c o s t  o f  s t a f f  o r  c o n s u l t a n t  s e r v i c e s  t o  a c t  a s  Program Manager f o r  t h e  Cap i t a l  
Improvements Program. A budget i s  a l s o  provided  f o r  a major General P l a n  
Update/Capital  Improvements Program and Development Impact Fee Update every  
f i f t h  y e s r .  

I f  p r o p o s a l s  f o r  s i g n i f i c a n t  amounts o f  

i t  w i l l  r e q u i r e  a very s e r i o u s  2 f f o r t  a t  program 

12 
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The program m a n a g m e n t  f u n c t i o n  s h o u l d  i n c l u d e  a r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t c  m o n i t o r  
a c t u a l  p e r f o r m a n c e  compared t o  p l a n .  T h i s  m o n i t o r i n g  f u n c t i o n  can b e  s o n b i n e d  
w i t h  any e n v i r o n m e n t a l  impact  n i o n i t o r i n g  program t h a t  i s  reconmended e i t h e r  i n  
E n v i r o n n e n t a l  I n p a c t  R e p o r t  ( E I R )  on e a c h  u p d a t e  o f  t h e  C i t y ’ s  g p d a t e  o f  t h e  
Geceral P l a n  o r  i n  t h e  EIR’s for m a j o r  p r o j e c t s .  

13 



CHAPTER 3 

WATER SERVICE 

_ .  OVERVIEY - -. . 

Water service to Lodi residents is provided by the City. 
the water system include wells, distribution piping and a single e:evated 
storage tank. 
and distribution facilities, current planning for expansion of the system, 
?olicy relating to cost sharing for major facilities, and existing water 

Major components of 
- 

The following sections will describcz the City's existing suppiy 

-- service deficiencies. 

.. . 

- -  

Supply 

Water for the City of Lodi is pumped directly f r o m  wells located within the 
City limits. 
system. 
producing. Three wells are not producing due t o  contamination. Filnds have 
been appropriated t o  construct two new Hells and to construct two replacement 
wells. Also, funds have been appropriated t o  design treatment facilities for 
the removal of DBCP. 

At present., wells discharge directly into the distribution 
Of the 25 wells needed to serve the existing City, 20 are currently 

Water quality in the aquifers tapped by Ci ty wells is generally good. 
Recently adopted Department of Health Service (DHS) standards for 
dibromochloropropane (DBCP) will impact the City because the DBCP 
concentration at 11 well sites exceeds the new State skandard. Presently, the 
City i s  preparing to conduct pilot studies of granular activatd carbon 
filtration units to remove the DBCP from the water. With respect to DBCP, the 
better wells are located in the northeast sector o f  the General Plan area. 

Groundwater levels within the basin have steadily droppitd over the last years. 
Concerns for salt water intrusion is a regional concern but may not be a 
threat to Lodi due to influence o f  the Mokelurnne River as a major contributor 
to replenishment o f  the groundwater basin. 

Well yields in Lodi are good. 
gallons per minute. 
approximate ly  80 f e e t ,  with t h e  s h a l l o w e s t  w a t e r  i n  t h e  n o r t h e a s t  a r e a  and t h e  
deepest water in the southwest a r e a .  
and D a t a  Acquisition (SCADA) sys tem t o  a s s i s t  i n  operating the  well f i e l d ,  
maintaining pressures i n  the system, and recording operating data. 

Individual w l l s  produce an average of 1,600 
Pumping levels vary across the well field by 

The City operates a Supervisory Control 

D i s t r i but i on Sys tern 

Existing distribution piping within the City ranges in s i r e  from 2 to 14 inch.  
By current standards, any distribution piping smaller than 6 inches is 
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subs t anda rd .  
and i t  h a s ,  ir; many c a s e s ,  been Cons t ruc ted  in  backyards and a l l e y s .  

Smal l c r  p i p e  was p r i m a r i l y  used i n  t h e  o l d e r  p o r t i o n s  of town 

Backbone o f  the C i ty  d i s t r i b u t i c n  system c o n s i s t s  of a network o f  10 and 14 
inch p ipe  l a i d  on an i n t e r s e c t i n g  g r i d .  
s e p a r a t e d  by a d i s t a n c e  o f  !/4 t o  1/2 mile .  

- P r e s s u r e s  w i t h i n  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  systein a r e  main ta ined  us ing  an e l e v a t e d  t ank  
and w i t h  a s s i s t a n c e  from the SCADA system. Water e l e v a t i o n s  i n  the t a n k  a r e  
consistent. :y 165 t o  180 f e e t ,  r e s u l t i n g  i n  a 49 t o  55 pound per squa re  inch  
pressure a t  the t ank .  

Grid i n t e r s e c t i o n s  are  t y p i c a l l y  

Water Master P1 an 

Cur ren t  p lanning  f o r  the  expans ion  o f  wate r  supply  and d i s t r i b u t j c n  f a c i l i t i e s  
t o  s e r v e  the  C i ty  through t h e  pe r iod  o f  t h e  General Plan i s  embodied i n  t he  
“wa te r  bfaster P l an”  prepared  i n  1990. Rased upon t h e  General Plan p r o j e c t e d  
popu la t ion  and average  wa te r  demands o f  285 g a l l o n s  2 e r  c a p i t a  pe r  day ,  t o t a l  
average  day wa te r  demand a t  2007 w i l l  be 22.1 m i l l i o n  g a l l o n s  p e r  day .  
E x i s t i n g  (1987) average  day demand i s  12.58 m i l l i o n  g a l l o n s  p e r  day. 

A number o f  p lanning  and des ign  recommendation2 were p re sen ted  in  the Water 
Master P lan .  Those recommendations t h a t  a f f e c t e d  the i n f o r m a t i m  p resen ted  in  
t h i s  r e p o r t  a r e  summarized below. 

1. Design f o r  f u t l t r e  wells should  conform t o  t h a t  For r e c e n t l y  
c o n s t r u c t e d  wells: 21, 22, and 23. 

2 .  Well and d i s t r i b u t i o n  system should  be capab le  o f  meeting maxiinurn day 
demands wi th  20% o f  the  w e l l s  O i J t  o f  s e r v i c e .  

3 .  For each 2,000 e q u i v a l e n t  persons  added t o  t h e  system, a E e w  well 
should  be c o n s t r u c t e d .  

4 .  

5. 

Orte o f  every  three w e l l s  should  be equipped wi th  s tandby power 

Re-eva lua te  t h e  Water Master Plan a t  l e a s t  every  5 y e a r s .  

Water Reimbursement Policy 

Under the  C i t y ’ s  Water Main Extens ion  p o l i c y ,  a p p l i c a n t s  a r e  re imbursed  a 
p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  c o s t  o f  o v e r s i z e  mains and major c r o s s i n g s .  
Commonly, c i t y ‘ s  and agencies share in the cost  o f  c o n s t r u c t i n g  special items 
o f  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e ,  e s p e c i a l l y ,  s i n c e  t h e s e  s p e c i a l  i t e n s  a r e  t y p i c a l l y  p a r t  o f  
the backbone of the system. 

F , -  o v e r s i z e  mains,  the reimbursement p o l i c y  dppl i e s  t o  water  m a i n s  larger- 
than 8 inches  i n  d i ame te r .  Major c r o s s i n g s  covered by t h i s  p o l i c y  a r e  
Woodbridge I r r i g a t i o n  D i s t r i c t  c a n a l s ,  Southern P a c i f i c  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  



Company, Central California Traction CDmpany, Highway 99, Highway 12 w s t  o f  
Highway 99, Lower Sacramento Road, and Hutchins Street south of Kettleman 
Lane. For major crossings, the City will reimburse one half the cost o f  
construction. 

City water reimbursement policy is reasonabl? for the facilities to which it 
applies. 
has been applied t o  oversizing of water mains and coristruction o f  major 
crossings. For the purposes o f  this report, reimbursable constructipn costs 
are assumed to include materials, construction, administrative, engineering 
and inspection. Administrative and engineering reimbursement is limited to 
10% by City ordinance. 

E x i  s t  i rig Def i c i enc i es 

The Water Master Plan identified a number of existing deficiencies in the 
water distribution system. 
of older pipe and construction of additional mains to reinforce the 
distribution network .in older areas of the  City. Significant water quality 
(DBCP) deficiencies exist at 12 of the 20 producing wells. 
correct the pipeline and water quality deficiencies i s  $8.2 million. 
reconstruction will be funded through the City water fund. DBCP facilities 
for existing wells will be constructed using loaned State funds that will be 
repaid by customers through wtter service rates. 

In deveioping the fee program for water service, tne existing policy 

These deficiencies generally include replacement 

Estimated cost t o  
Pipeline 

Specific listings of the projects earmarked to correct existing deficiencies 
are not included in this report. Estimates o f  probable construction c o s t  have 
been developed for the existing deficiency projects identified by the City. 
Total estimated cost to construct these projects is 51,628,000. Funds to 
construct these projects will come primarily from the Water Fund. 

PLANNED WATER FACILITIES 

Water facilities to serve buildout of the General Plan were identified in t h e  
Water gaster Plan. 
General Plan, specific project descriptions were generated for those 
impvovcments identified by the Water Master Plan. Generally this effort 
included defining the length and size o f  pipe and appurtenant facilities; 
defining the additional equipment to be provided at the we?ls; and identifying 
the canal, street and railroad crossing that involve cost sharing by the City. 
A summary of these facilities is presented below and described in Table 3 - 1 .  
Project. numbers l i s t e d  i n  T a b l e  3 - 1  are used t o  identify the project l o c . l t i o n s  
on Ficjure 3 - 1 .  

As part of the public facilities financing effort of the 

I r t  Table 3 - 1 ,  two columns are shown, Program C o s t  and Impact Fee Fund. 
Program Cost is defined a s  project Losts to be funded through the City W3ter. 
Fund. Program Cost does not include costs borne by the developer. Progrm 
Cost does include costs allocated t o  the Impact Fee Fund. Costs listed i n  :he 
Impact Fee Fund column represent those costs for specific projects a l l o c  bed 
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TABLE 3 - 1 

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING 
WATER 

(U:VS150 !) includes C~'I.~IUE~IM 
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TABLE 3 - i 
CEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING 

WATER 
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04rnwai  TABLE 3 - 1 

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING 
WATER 
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TABLE 3 - 1 

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING 
W.4TER 

O U G M I  

55.OOO 15.@00 x) 50 $0 
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i 
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TABLE 3 - I 

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING 
WATER 
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TABLE 3 - 1 

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING 
WATER 
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TABLE 3 - 1 04Joj181 

DEVELOPkifNT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING 
WATER 
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TABLE 3 - 1 

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING 
WATER 
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t o  fu ture  developed i d e n t i f i e d  i n  the  General Plan.  k'here the  c a s t  in  t h e  
Frogran Cost and Impact Fee F u n d  columns a r e  the  same. the e n t i r e  p r o j e c t  cos t  
h a s  been a l l o c a t e d  t o  f u t u r e  development. 
the c o s t s  wi l l  be evident  i n  l a t t e r  s e c t i o n s  when Program Costs are t o  be 
funded by o ther  sources o r  include c o s t s  t o  c o r r e c t  e x i s t i n g  d e f i c i e n c i e s .  

The usefulness  o f  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  

d t  tho end of Table 3 - 1 ,  an item i s  l i s t e d  as "New Development Share o f  
Exis t ing F a c i l i t i e s " .  T h i s  item summarizes a l ready incurred City c o s t s  t o  
cons t ruc t  p r o j e c t s  with capaci ty  reserved t o  serve future development. 
Cepending cn the  p r o j e c t ,  a percentage of  the  actual  cons t ruc t ion  c o s t  has 
been a l l o c a t e d  t o  f u t u r e  development as shown in  parenthes is .  

I n  t h e  case of water s e r v i c e ,  the  new water tank f a l l s  i n t o  the  category o f  
ex is t sng  f a c i l i t i e s  se rv ing  f u t u r e  development. As indicated i n  Table 3 - 1 ,  31 
percent of  the actual  cons t ruc t ion  cos t  adjusted t o  January 1990 d o l l a r s  has 
teen a1 1 ocated.  

SUPPlY 

Through buildout o f  the  General Plan,  the  City wi l l  continue t o  rely upon 
groundwater as the s o l e  water supply.  
i s  22.1. mi l l ion  ga l lons  per day. 
supply t o  water t o  the General Plan a rea .  
marked on Figure 3-1 .  Five c f  the  new wells  wi l l  be equipped with standby 
power genera tors .  

Pro jec t  average day demand a t  bui ldout  
A t o t a l  G f  14 new Wells wi l l  be required t o  

Proposed l o c a t i o n s  of the  new wells  

D i s t r i b u t i o n  System 

Additional water mains wi l l  be required t o  d i s t r i b u t e  water t o  t h e  a r e a .  i l i t h  
regard t o  funding water ma in  ex tens ions ,  the City i s  responsible  o n l y  f o r  
water mains 10 inches and  larger- i n  d iameter .  Approximate loca t ion  and  l i m i t s  
o f  these  water m a i n s  a r e  shown on Figure 3 - 1 .  
o f  the  water m a i n s  niay s l i g h t l y  change when s i t e  s p e c i f i c  planning i s  
completed. 

Actual loca t ion  and  alignment 

Trea tmcn t 

Two types of  treatment a r e  ~ssumed t o  be provided a t  the  wel ls  s i t z s :  
emergency ch lor ina t io+l  and granular  ac t iva ted  carbon f i l t r a t i o n .  Chlor inat ion 
o f  the  water i s  not r o u t i n e l y  requi red ,  however, permanent ch lor ina t ion  
f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  be cunstructed a t  se lec ted  well sites. The cos t  o f  
chlor ina t ion  F a c i l i t i e s  ( a p p r o x i m a t e l y  57,500 p e r  W e l l )  i s  small compared t o  
the cost  o f  a well and i s  n o t  listed separa te ly .  
i nc lude  s u f f i c i e n t  contingency t o  cover t h i s  expense a t  se lec ted  wells. 
assumed, granular  ac t iva ted  carbon f i l t r a t i o n  w i t s  wi l l  be constructed a t  S 
o f  the  1 5  new w e l l = .  

The t o t a l s  for a l l  wells 
i t  i: 
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ESTIMATED COSTS AND PHASING 

In Table 3-1, a summary of %he water pr-ojects and estimated costs is 
presented. 
Cities Construction Cost Index for January 1, 1990 of 4,673. Water main 
extension costs represent only the City’: funding responsibility per the City 
Reimbursement Policy. In actual fact, t h?  developer will be constriicting the 
improvement m d  will receive back from the City a portion to cover the cost of 
oversizing the pipelines and the City’s share ( 5 C % )  of major crossings. 

Phasing of the improvements is presented in Table 3 - 1  and is based upon the 
Forecast of Units Constructed Over the General Plan Period (Appendix A )  
provided by the City. In Table 3-1, the phasing i!, divided by year for the 
first 7 years followed by two 5-.year increments. 
General Plan development funded on or before July 1, 1S90 are shown in the 
current year (19210/91). 
the January 1, 1930 dollars. 

Hany of the projects listed in Table 3 - 1  are oversizing projects wherein the 
City’s participation i s  limited to reimbursement to the developer for 
oversizing costs. It is not intended that the Program Cost shown in the table 
reflect the total cost o f  construction. Similarly, for projects such as the 
Public Works building expansion, the cobts have been divided between the water 
and sewer impact fee funds and the costs shown are the portion allocated to 
the water impact fee fund. Also, where a project partially serves the 
existing conmunity and partially the general plan expansion areas, only the 
cost allocated to the general plan areas are shown. 

DEVELOPHENT IMPACT FEE 

Estirnzted costs are referenced to the Engineering News Record 20 

Costs for projects serving 

Actual costs of these projects have been adjusted to 

Relationship of Water Projects t o  Neu Development 

A reasonable relationship must be established between ( 1 )  a fee‘s use and ( 2 )  
the type o f  development on which the fee is imposed. To establish s u c h  a 
relationship, it must be shown that the type o f  develcprcent that is going t o  
be charged the fee actually uses, is served by, or benefits from the public 
facilities that are to be financed by the  fee revenue. 

Because o f  the logfcal growth  patterns conceived i n  the Proposed General Plan 
and because o f  t h e  planninr, e f for t  set down i n  the Water Master Plan, t h e  C i t y  
ensures that a l l  water Facility improvements w i l l  primarily benefit the 
residential, commercial, industrial and quasi-pub1 i c  land uses within the 
General Plan area. 
program will provide the same !eve1 o f  service t o  the Proposed General Plan 
area as currently provided to the existing comrnuni1.y of Lodi. 
projects have been identified that will correct existing deficiencies, these 
project costs will not be included in the fee program. 

Each and every water project t c  be financed by the fee 

Although other 
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Relat ionship  c f  Water Projects to Land Uses 

On thc? b a s i s  that a l l  l a n d  uses w i i l  b e n e f i t  from t h e  facilities t o  be 
constructed, t h e  burden o f  financing will be distributed to each land tlsc! i n  
p r o p o r t i o n  t o  their use c f ,  o r  benetit from, the improvements. 

: h i 5  i s  accozplished through t+?  use 0 :  Kesideptial Acre E q u i v a l e n t  (RAE) 
schc?d[ile. 
improvements f o r  each l a n d  use category i n  relation t o  the single f a m i l y  
detached residential category .  A summary of  the  RAE factors f o r  water i s  
?resented i n  Table 3-2. The RAE schedule shows a reasonab le  relationship 
between the cost 3 f  the required water projec ts  and financing burden placed on 
each l a n d  use. 

A RAE schedule indicztes t he  I .c . la t i ve  respcn::bility to pay for  

Reconanended Fees 

A summary o f  water f e e s  far each land use benefitting f r o m  t h e  water  projectj 
i s  provided i n  T a b l e  3-2. The total fee  f o r  low density residential use is 
64,510 per acre. 
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TABLE 3-2 * l - A p r  9' 

SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT i,MPACT FEES 
WATER 

i ~ a n d  Use Cateqories Unit RAE Fee I 

-R E-S I DENY I A L 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 
East Side Residentiai 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

~ _ -  PLAN N ED R ES I DENT !A L 
Low Density Acre 
,Medium Density Acre 
HiGh Density Acre 

CUMblERCIAt_ 
Neighborhood Corn mercial 
General Commercial 
Dowritown Commercial 
Office Commerciai 

-- IN DU STR I A L 
Light Industrial 
Haavy industrial 
tndustrial Reserve 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

1 .oo $4.510 
2.00 $9.01 0 
3.50 $1 5,770 
1 .oo $431 0 

1 .00 $4,510 
2.00 $9,010 
3.50 $15,770 

0.64 $2,883 
0.64 $2,880 
0.64 $2,880 
0.64 $2.880 

0.92 $4,15C 
0.92 $4,150 
0.92 $4,150 

i ii 



CHAPTER 4 

SEWER SERVICE 

OY ERY I EY 

. ... 

The City of I-odi has provided sewerage services to-its residents since the 
early 1920's. 
wide collectim system, sewer trunks to the treatment plant, and the White 
Slough Water Pollution Control facility iocated approximately 6 miles 
southwest of the City. 

Major facilities owned and operated by the City include a city- 

Col1 ec ti on Sys tern 

The sanitary sewer collection system within the  City includes more than 155 
miles of pipeline. Size: o f  the main sewers rarige from 4 to 48 inches in 
diameter, with 5 inches being the most common. Domestic and limited 
industrial wastewater flows (mzir-11~ the PCP Cannery and other industries along 
Sacramento Street) are kept separate. The separate industrial system is not 
addressed in this study. 

Five sewer lift stations provide sewerage service to outlying areas of the 
City where conditions prohibit gravity systems. These existing lift stations 
are: Cluff Avenue Station, Mokelumne V i l ! a g c ,  Rivergate, Woodlake, and Park 
West . 
Treatment and Disposal 

White Slough Water Pollution Corltrol Facility is owned and operated by the 
City. Currently, the plant is operating at the desiqn capacity of 6.2 million 
gallons per day (MGD). Expansion o f  the plant to a capacity o f  8.5 MGD is 
currently under construction. Future expansior, to 10.3 MGD is planned. 

Facility costs and financifig for wastewatet- treatment and disposal are nct 
addressed i n  this repor t .  
stlrdies and a financing mechanism, the Wastewater Connection Fee, has been 
establ i shed. 

These issues have been addressed in separate 

Haster Sewerage P1 an 

Plannif ig for sewerage collection facilities t o  serve t h e  expanded General Plan 
area are addressed in the  report by Black and Veatch, "Sanitary Sewer System, 
Technical Report for t h e  1990 General P l a n  Upda te . "  I n c l u d e d  i n  the report 
are results o f  a comprehensive hydraulic e v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e  e x i s t i n g  collection 
system and proposed expansions o f  the co1lectic;n system to serve an expanded 
C i t y .  

3i 



ihe Master Plan 
d?sign, sewcr 1 
Recommendations 
will serve the General Plan expansion areas a s  discussed in the sec 
“Planned Sewerage Facilities”. In addition, Vaster Plan identifies 
of  collection system deficiencies that arp described j n  the subsect 
’’ Ex i s t i ng De f i c i e nc i e s ” ~ 

presents recommendations for gravi !y and pressure sewer 

for sizinci and location of new facilities are presented that 
i o n  
a number 
on > 

ift station design. and collection zystem maintenance. 

Sewer Reimbursement Pol icy 

Commonly, developers are required to construct sewer trunk 1 ines with greater 
capacity than needed in order to provide service to expanding areas of a 
community. 
property owners t o  pay i n  advance for sewer capacity that they do not plan to 
tJse in the near future and, as a result, cities and agencies pay for the 
oversizing o f  sewer trunks. 
vary from community to community. 

tinder the City’s Sewer Trunk Extension policy, applicants are reimbursed a 
portion of the estimated construction cost o f  oversize trunk sewers. 
cversize trunks, the reimbursement policy applies to trunk sewers larger than 
10 inches in diameter. For the purposes o f  this report, reimbursable 
construction costs are assumed to include materials, cmstruction, 
administration, engineering and inspection. Administrative and engineering 
reimbursement is 1 imi ted by City ordinance to 10%. 

City reimbursement Dolicy as it relates t o  oversizing o f  rewer trunk lines i s  
reasonable. Historically, the oversize cost of gravity sewer lines has been 
spread throughout the City. In preparing this report, the existing policy and 
historic practice are assumed to continue in force during the General Plan 
Geriod. 

It is not very comon that a City or agency is able to get 

Policies for reimbursing for oversizing costs 

For 

€ x i  s t i ng De f i c i enci es 

A number of existing sewers within the City are operating above design 
capacity as determined by the w+hods p;e:ented in the Master Sewerage Plan. 
.:crrection o f  the problem requires the construction of parallel sewers to 
relieve the surcharge condition. Listing of these sewers is presented in thc? 
Master Plan. Maintenance deficiencier within the collection system were also 
identified consisting primarily o f  sewer cleaninq that- had not regularly been 
performed in the past. 

Based upon construction costs referenced to January 1 .  1990 dollars, the 
estimated ccst t o  construct those parallel relief sewer5 is 51,005,500. 

for these deficiencies has been identified by the City to be the Sewer Fund. 
Estirnated c o s t  t o  c l e a n  t!ie existing sewers i s  Si65,OOO. Source of f u n d i n g  



.- 

PLANNED SEWERAGE FACILITIES 

Sewerage collection facilities to serve the expanaed City have been identified 
in the Master Sewer Plan. A slimmary of these facilities is presented below 
and in Table 4 - 1 .  Project numbers listed in Table 4-1  are used to identify 
the project locations as  shown on Figure 4 - 1 .  

Collection System 

Expansion of the existing collection system to serve new areas Hill require 
construction of new gravity sewers and lift stations as described in 
Table 4 - 1  and shown on Figure 4 - 1 .  
existing lift station are planned; one near Kettleman Lane (Highway 1 2 ) ,  a 
second near Harney Lane, and expznsion of the existing Cluff Avenue Lift 
Station. Additional gravity sewer trunks will be required to zerve the 
General Plan areas, Only those trunk lines that are larger than 10 inches in 
diameter are considered in this report and are listed in Table 4 - 1 .  

Two new lift stations and expansion o f  an 

Sewer collection facilities can be divided into two categories: gravity 
facilities and pressure facilities. As previously mentioned, City policy has 
historically provided for reimbursement of ovzrsize gravity facilities and for 
payment o f  oversizing costs from the Sewer Fund, thereby, spreading the costs 
City-wide. Pressure facilities costs (i.e. lift stations and force mains) 
have been spread over areas o f  benefit. 
specific area of benefit i s  defined. In this report, it is assumed that iift 
stat;on and force main costs would be spread over individual special fee areas 
corresponding to the areas of benefit. 
facilities costs would be spread City-wide and oversiring costs for facilities 
serving future growth would be paid from development impact fee funds. 

Treatment and Disposal 

Expansion of the White Slough Water Pollution Control Facility i s  currently 
under construction. C o s t s  of the expansion and future planned expansions are 
not considered in this report. Funding for these improvements has been 
arranged by the City and reimbursement will come from rates and the City 
Wastewater Connection Fees collected at the time of building permit issuance. 

For each lift station in the City a 

Also, it is assumed that gravity 

ESTIMATED COSTS AND PHASING 

In Table 4 - 1 ,  a summary of the sewer projects and estimated costs is 
presentrd. Estimated costs are referenced to the Engineering News Record 20 
Cities Construction Cost Index for January 1 ,  1990 o f  4673. Sewer trunk 
extension costs ref lect  on?y the C i t y ' s  funding responsibility p e r  the City 
ReiEbursernent P o l  icy and do not reflect the total estimated construction c a s t .  

Phasing of the improvements i s  based upon the Forecast o f  Units Constructed 
Over the General Plan Period (Appendix A )  provided by the City. In 



TAGLE 4 -- 1 

DEVEL@?MENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING 
041049 t 

SEWER - 
~ 

Ryecl Defcllp4km Prwram Impact 
t1"rnb 1W!99( 1991G2 1392~93 1895/99 19'34195 1995h36 189&97 1997-2002 2002-MQ7 - Coa FeeFund - 

HSSHXM 

PCGE I CFZ 

uo.000 f 3 0 0 . O M )  

Beckman Aosd sewel lruni $ 4 8  

comprismng 1.1M)llot IO-tnch 
senitary newer cipe a110 manhdrs 
kom Pine Slree4 to Luli Avenue 

Wedem boundary w e 1  lrunk 
consisting d 500 I!. l i i n c h ,  
5W If 1-h. 2.040 11 Ol 

1S-inch.Z.DW ttdll-inch. 
and 2.500 !I d 24-mch serer 
pipe connect in^ 10 the exiaing 
48 inch s e w r  trunk b l h e  
trealmsnt plant (owr.ize1 

Olarrize gravity s e v e r  lo Harney 
Line k.t starm cmprrEIng 2.7W 
ltoll2-tnchand1.000lloll5- 
inch sewer trunk 

Harney L a m  lip slalica and 
!ace msin comprising Wen 
ha-sepom! pumps having a 
cT.bined 1.m G?M capacly and 
2.SW If a! 8 - m h  pips. 

Kenleman Lane Iin s t ~ t : ~  and 
WCB main with 2-five 
hasepcrmr pump8 and 150 GPM 
capacilysnd &at l a c e  main 
under Kenleman Lane. 

clun Awnue Im antion upgrade 
and parallel force main wllh 2 
fiileen horsepower pumps and a 
7 . 9 0  GPM capacity 

1.4W I1 01 ?8-$rrch parallcl S4?.0F,O 

line I" Low.. Sacremenlo Rd 
liom Taylor Ad lo Katllarnan Lana 

2.500 I1 Ot 15+nch pa:difd 

Irunkl,ne in Lower Sacramenlo Rd 
him L o j i  Awntie 10 Elm %(reel 

JJ9.WO 

so 

$ 1  85.000 so !3) so 

50 

so 

M SO 

M SO 

so I0 

5'1 SO 

so I0 

SO $9 

$0 SL 

so so 

so so 

so so 

so y1 

$0 $0 

f o f o  lo f3oo.ooo 

x) so SO so 

20 so so so 

$0 SO €0 $0 S.l2000 

SJ $0 $49,000 50 SO 5') 



TABLE 4 - 1 04IOvgl 

DEVELCPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING 
SEWER 

Rqecl Daacrlpllcm Prgram Impad 

Usyo08 0.eraze 91&.11y setbe: in Harney 515.wi) 515.000 50 50 so so so SO $0 515.WO 50 

Number FwFund lWOKJ1 1891192 1992/93 199994 1934M 1985198 19@6/!37 1897-2002 2002-2007 

G C F W  

GCFi007 

G C F W  

MSSOOOl 

MSS0002 

MSSOOP.3 

Lane to Ian 61d!ion cmiaIsltrq of 
1 4 M  11 d It-inch p p  *reR horn 
Laver hcrsmenlo Road (0ve:wze) 

F'ublic Vlorkr ZdmmlUrallm 5341 500 $34: 500 $0 so w1500 so sc fo 50 so so 
aldg E r p a n m  (5JW 

Pubhr Wcms S w a g s  Facility (50%) $235 OOO 5235.000 si, so SO $235.000 W so so so so 
h b  Wmkr GarrpeWfaeh Facii (33% S166 M 7  $166 667 $0 S166€67 53 50 W so $0 so 50 

so $9 so so so 20 W to Scwr M a e r  Plan - 1090 $82753 582753 $62753 

Sewer Maser Pian and C I P s20.000 s 2 0 . m  50 $0 so so to 50 u3ooo 0 $0 

Sewer Vaaar Plan end C I ? L W W  Z M O  50 so so so so $0 $0 u0.m so 
Updale - 2w2 

Upgrades :o Exisling iac.lilie6 $1 005 500 lo so W M so to 5 0 5 0  so 50 

Update - 1897 

Notes: __ 
1. 

2. 

3. 

Harney Lane lilt station costs will be funded 
of :he projocts are not shown in the Cify-Wide Impact Fee Fund COlunn. Forecasted timing 01 the project construction is in the 1937-2002 period. 

KeEleman Lane l i f t  staticn CoSiS will be funded by a Supplemental Fee aSSeSSed upon developrnenl within the area of benefit. Therefore, costs 
of the proiecls are not shcwn in the City-Wide Impact Fee Fund Column. Forecasted timing of the project construction is in the 1992-1993 period. 

C f u f f  Arenite l i l t  station modification costs wll be funbed by a Supplemental Fee ass?Sed upon development within the area of benelit. Therefore. costs 
of [ha projsxs are not shown in the City-Wide Impact Fee Fund column. Forecasted timing of the project construction is in the 2W2-2007 perid. 

a Supplemental Fee aSeSe4 upon developmen1 within the area of benefit. Therefore, costs 
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Table 4 - 1 ,  the phasing is divided by year for the first 7 years followed by 
two 5-year increments. Costs for the projects serving the General Plan 
development funded on or before July 1, 1390 are shown in the current year 
(1990/91). 
January 1, 1990 dollar reference. 

Some projects iisted in Tab?e 4 - 1  are not included in the overal.1 development 
impact fee program. 
Avenue L i f t  Station Service Area, the Harney Lane Lift Station Service Area 
and the Kettleman Lane Lift Station Service Area. Since lift stations are 
unusually large and expensive facilities and, the seri!ice area i s  specific, a 
separate supplemental fee i s  calculated for each area. A separate calculation 
for these sub-zones i s  presented in the section, BURDEN ANALYSIS FOR SEWER 

Actual costs o f  these projects have been adjusted to the 

These include projects related t o  serving the Cfuff 

g. SUB-ZONES. 

Relationship o f  Sewer Projects to New Development 

A reasonable relationship must be established between: 
( 2 )  the type of development on which the fee i s  imposed. 
relationship, it must be shown that the type of development that is going to 
be charged the fee actually uses, is served by, or benefits from the public 
facilities that, are to be financed by the fee revenue. 

(1) the fee's use and; 
To establish such a 

Sewer collection facilities are used by residential, commercial, industrial 
and quasi-public land uses. i3enefit to each ldnd use i s  based upon peak 
wastewater generation rates as set forth i n  the Sewer Master Plan. Because 
each land use mentioned above benefits fron the sewer projects in the capital 
improvements program, each land use i s  also a part of the fee program. 

Relationship of Sewer PrGjects to Land Uses 

Once the relationship between the facilities to be constructed and the land 
ilses has been established, the burden of financing is to he distributed to 
each land use i n  proportion to its use of, or benefit from, the improvements. 
This is accomplished through the use of a Residential Acre Equivalent (RAE) 
schedule. A RAE schedule indicates the relative responsibility to pay for 
improvements for each land use category in relation to the single family 
detached residential category. 

According t o  the definition o f  R A E ' S  an acre o f  low density single family 
residential land sue has an RAE factor o f  1.0. All other land use categories 
have RAE factors that relste their demand for sewerage facilities relative to 
one acre of low density single family land use. Based upon wastewater flow 
projectims presented in the City's Sewer Master Plan for each land use in the 
General Plan, an RAE schedule has been developed. The RAE schedule shows a 
reasonable relationship between the cost o f  required Sewer facilities projects 
and the burden placed on each land use. The RAE schedule that has been 
developed for the Sewer Facilitics is presented i n  Table 4 - 2 .  



TABLE 4-2 1;  -Apr-91 

SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT fMPACT FEES 
SEWER 

---- RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 
East Side Residential 

- PLANNED RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
Yigh Density 

COMMERCIAL 
N e i CJ h b o r hood C o m r.3 e r c i al 
Gefieral Commercial 
Downtown Co m m e rc i a I 
Office Commercial 

1 N DUSTR IAL 
Light Industrial 
Heavy Industrial 
Industrial Reserve 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
A c r e  
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

1 .oo 
2.00 
3.50 
1 .oo 

1 .oo 
2.00 
3.50 

1.25 
1.25 
1.25 
1.25 

$1,080 
$2,160 
$3,790 
$1,080 

$1,080 
$2,170 
$3,790 

$1,350 
$1,350 
$1,350 
$1,350 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

0.33 
0.33 
0.33 

$36G 
$360 
$360 

Note Ooll?r amounts are In January 1 ,  1331 oo11;trs 

Sources. Nolte 8 Asscciates and Aigus tvlcOonald 8 A C S I X I J ~ ~ C ;  



Recormended fees 

i h s  Sewer F a c i l i t i e s  Fees f o r  each l a n d  use dve su imar ized i i i  Table i-?. The 
l o t d l  f ee  i s  $1,080 per  low d e n s i t y  r e s i d e n t i a l  ac re .  

SURDEN IWLYSIS FOR SEWER SUB-ZONES 

There are t h r e e  sewer sub-zones which a r e  n o t  served by t h e  improvernPnts i n  
t h e  fee  program and cannot be funded by t h e  sew27 development i n p a c t  fee.  
These areas r e q u i r e  l i f t  s t a t i o n s  and o t h e r  improvements t h a t  w i l l  b e n e f i t  
o n l y  a s p e c i f i c  area o f  undeveloped l a n d .  The sub-zones a re  the  Ket t leman 
L i f t  S t a t i o n  Area, Harney Lane L i f t  S t a t i o n  Area, and t h e  C l u f f  Avenue L i f t  
S t a t i o n  Area. Each area has o n l y  one l a n d  use t y p e  w i t h i n  i t s  boundar ies.  
Since the improvements w i l l  have t o  be c o n s t r u c t e d  p r i o r  t o  any development 
t a k i n g  p lace,  development impact fees do n o t  p ro t i i de  a v i a b l e  means t o  f;nanse 
these p r o j e c t s .  

The t o t a l  c o s t  of l i f t  s t a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s  equals  5639,500. I n  p r a c t i c e ,  t h i s  
m o u n t  would bes t  be ob ta ined  by bo r row ing  from another  C i t y  o f  L o d i  f u r d .  A 
s p e c i a l  sub-area Impact Fee c o g l d  then be c o l l e c t e d  i n  the  t h r e e  sewer  sub- 
zones s u f f i c i e n t  t o  repay the  bo r row ing  p l u s  an a p p r o p r i a t e  r a t e  o f  i n t e r e s t .  

The a l t e r n a t i v e ,  t h r e e  sub-area f i n a n c i n g  d i s t r i c t s  (Spec ia l  Assessnent 
D i s t r i c t s  o r  Mello-Roos Community F a c i l i t i e s  D i s t r i c t s )  would n o t  be econorcic. 
The c o s t  o f  process ing would be excess ive compared t o  the  funds r e q u i r e d .  

Other  a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n c l u d e  f i n a n c i n g  by t h e  " f i r s t "  development i n  the area 
w i t h  establ ishment  o f  a reimbursement program f rom f u t u r e  development, o r  :hc. 
i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  temporary f a c i l i t i e s  p l u s  payment o f  t he  fee .  Each c a s e  
should be evaluated separa te l y  a s  development i s  p:-oposed. 

A s e r i e s  of  analyses p r e s e n t i n g  . t h e  burden of  f i n a n c i n g  t h e  improvements i n  
each o f  these  sub-zones i s  prov ided  i n  Table 4 - 3 .  The c a l c u l a t i o n s  i n d i c a t e  
the  approximate anount each acre o f  l a n d  i n  each sub-zone w i l l  need t o  
c o n t r i b u t e  i n  o r d e r  t o  f i nance  the  needed improvements. It. should be n o t e d  
t h a t  t he  c o s t  o f  f i n a n c i n g  has no? been i r , c ludcd .  

In t h e  caxe o f  the  Harney Lane l i f t  s t a t i o n  s e r v i c e  area,  e x i s t i n g  developnient 
h a s  Seen inc luded  i n  the s i z i n g  o f  t h e  f a c i l i t i e s .  A t  t h e  t ime  o f  a n n c x a t i o n ,  
i t  I S  e x p e c t e d  t h a t  t h i s  area w i l l  be required to p a y  the  s c j p p t e n e n t a l  f e e  
afid,  t h e r e f o r e ,  i t  has been inc luded  i n  the  supplerncntA1 f w  c a i c u l d t i o n .  



TABLE 4 - 3  

SEWER 5UB-ZONE F E E  CALCIJLATIGYS 

Kettleman - L i f t  Sta t ion  Sub-Zone 

J o t a l  Planned Reside:. t ial  Acres: 100 

T o t a l  C o s t  o f  Irriprovements: $l92,001) 

Cost Per R A E :  5 1 , 5 5 5  

Total  RAE To ta l  
Descriotion Units Devel ODed __- Factor -- R A E s  

PF? - Low Density Acres 87.0 . 1.0 87 
PR - Hediurn Density Acres 6 . 0  2 - 0  12 
PR - High Density Acres 7 . 0  3 . 5  2 4 . 5  

--- -_I 

100 123 .5  

Harney Lane L i f t  S t a t ion  Sub-Zone 

Total Planned Residential  Acres: 257 

Total Cost o f  Improvements: 5252,500 

Average C o s t  Per R A E :  5 927 

Total RAE Tots1 
R A E S  --- Factor- Dascrigt  i o n  Uu i t, s DevelogeJ --- 

PR - Low Density Acres 187. i 1 . o  187 
PR - Medium Ocnsity Acres i 2 . 9  2 . 0  26 
PR - High Density Acres i s .  1 3 . 5  53 

Total 
Burden 
-____ Per Acre 

5 1,555 
S 3,109 
S 5 , 4 4 1  

Total 
Burden 

Per Acre 

5 827 
5 1,654 
5 2,995 

215  266 

40 



C l u f f  Avenue t i  f t  S t a t i o n  Sub-Zone - 

Tota l  I n d u s t r i a l  Reserve Acres:  158 

Total  Cozt  o f  Improvements: 5 165,000 

A w r z g e  Cost Per RAE:  s 1,171 
T o t a l  

T o t a l  Burden 
D P s c r  i D t  i o n  Units D e v e l  ODed F a c t o r  R A E ' S  &r Acre 
Indus t r  i a l /  
Industrial Reserve Acres 158 0.33 52 5 1,171 

____ -___ 
Note :  P o l i a r  atnounts are i n  January 1 ,  1990 d o l l a r s  

Source:  No? t e  a n d ' k s o c i a t e s  and Angus McDonald and A s s o c i a t e s ,  1991. 
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CHAPTER 5 

STOW DRAINAGE 

OVERVIEW 

Storm d r a i n a g e  s e r v i c e s  a r e  provided  by t h e  C i t y  o f  Lodi.  
the s torm d r a i n a g e  system i n c l u d e  c o l l e c t i o n  sys tem,  riifioff s t o r a g e / d e t e n t i o n  
f a c i l i t i e s ,  an3 pumping p l a n t s .  Terminal d r a i n a g e  For the C i t y  i s  p rovided  by 
the Fc.okelumne River and the k'oodbridge I r r i g a t i o n  D i s t r i c t  (WID) c a n a l .  
C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  t h e s e  f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  d e s c r i b e d  belo:$. 

Major f e a t u r e s  of 

Collection System 

Storm d r a i n a g e  s e r v i c e s  iire provided  t o  an a r e a  encompassing approx ima te ly  
7,700 a c r e s .  
d i v i d e d  i n t o  p l ann ing  a r e a s .  Storm d r a i n a g e  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  t h e s e  p l ann ing  
a r e a s  a r e  i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n t o  a C i t y  wide s torm d r a i n a g e  f a c i l i t i e s  p l a n .  
Approximately 1,340 a c r e s  d i r e c t l y  d i s c h a r g e  t o  the Ilokelurnne River v i a  
g r a v i t y  p i p e l i n e s .  Approximately a n o t h e r  2 ,290  acrps i s  pumped t o  t h e  r i v e r .  
The remain ing  approx jma te ly  4 , 0 7 0  i s  pumped t o  the W I D  cana l  from two pump 
s t a t i o n s .  

For f a c i l i t y  p l ann ing  pu rposes ,  t h e  d r a i n a g e  a r e a  has  been 

Discha rges  t o  the WID cAnal a r e  c o p t r o l l e d  by t h e  f l o w  c a p a c i t y  o f  the cana l  
system. By agreement ,  the  L t t y  i ' i m i t e d  t o  a combined t o t a l  d i s c h a r g e  o f  eil 
c u b i c  f e e t  per second a t  the two e x i s t i n g  pimping s t a t i c c s .  Add i t iona l  
d i s c h a r g e  l o c a t i o n s  a r e  no t  c u r r e n t l y  p e r m i t t e d  by t h e  agreement.  The C i t y  
o p e r a t e s  a s e r i e s  of i n t e r c o n n e c t e d  d e t e n t i o n  b a s i n s  w i t h i n  t h i s  a r e a  t o  s t o r e  
r u n o f f  p r i o r  t o  pumping t o  the c a n a l .  
o t h e r  a r e a s  a l s o  t o  s t o r e  runofF  p r i o r  t o  p r i m p i n y  t n  t h e  Mokelumne River. 

The C i t y  utilizes d e t e n t i c n  b a s i n s  i n  

E x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  the c o l l e c t i o n  o f  s torm r : i n o f f  include s u r f a c e  
improvements l i k e  a l l e y s ,  d i t c h e s  and g u t t e r s ,  ar;d underground p i p e l i n e s .  
Present d e s i g n  s t a n d a r d s  f o r  s torm d r a i n a g e  co i l ec t . i on  f a c i l i t i e s  on ly  a l low 
g u t t e r  and underground p i p i n g .  The use  o f  d i t c h e s  a n d  a l l e y s  f o r  conveyance 
o f  s torm runof f  i s  c u r r e n t l y  subs t anddrd  and n o t  dl luwed.  

New development i n  the C i t y  i s  r e q u i r e d  t o  c o n s t r u c t  a l l  s torm p i p e l i n e  
s m a l l e r  t h a n  30 i n c h e s  i n  d i a m e t e r .  P i p e l i n e s  30 inches a n d  larger are 
c o n s i d e r e d  t o  be p a r t  o f  t he  M a s t e r  S t o r m  D r a i n  P l a n  improvenients a n d  a r e  
c u r r e n t l y  funded by Storm Dra inage  Fees c o l l e c t e d  by t h e  C i t y .  

A number o f  r e l a t i v e l y  minor d e f i c i e n c i e s  e x i s t  w i t h i n  the  c o l l e c t i o n  sys tem.  
For the most p a r t ,  t h e s e  c o n s i s t  o f  subs t anda rd  s u r f a c e  d r a i n a g e  f d c i l  i t i e s  
( f o r  example, d i t c h e s  and a l l e y s ) ,  de t eb - io ra t rd  c u r b  and c j u t t e r ,  2nd 
under s i zed  pipe1 i nes  arid c a t c h  b a s i n s .  Nany o f  t h e  s y c t e i ~  d e f i c i r n c i e 5  c a n  be 
found i n  the o l d e r  c e n t r a l  and e a s t e r n  p a r t s  o f  t h e  C r t y  



L;lrge sca l e  replacement of d e f i c i e n t  f a c i l i t i e s ,  i f  i t  occurs ,  w i l l  be par t  of 
major s t r e e t  reconstruct ion p r o j e c t s .  
Study [1987), a number of S t o r m  Crainage de f i c i enc ie s  were i d e n t i f j e d .  
Estimated t o t a l  cost t o  c o r r e c t  t h e  de f i c i enc ie s  was 5854,COO i n  i987 d o l l a r s  
and 5930,000 i n  1990 d o l l a r s .  
C i t y  t o  r e p a i r  sec t ions  of curb and g u t t e r .  Replacement of the a l l e y  systems 
i s  Dot expected due  t o  high cos t  and  g r a d e  condi t ions .  

Detention Basins 

A s  p a r t  of the  East Side Resident ia l  

Small s c a l e  p ro jec t s  have been performed by the 

As mentioned above, the City opera tes  a system of interconnected de ten t ion  
basin; thst s t o r e  runoff p r i o r  t o  pumping t o  the WID canal o r  the Mokelumne 
River. These basins  a l s o  funct ion as  pa rk - l ike  a reas  when not u t i l i z e d  f o r  
s torage of s to rn  runoff .  

A t o t a l  o f  e i g h t  basins  e x i s t  within the Ci ty ' s  drainage se rv ice  a rea .  
in subareas C (P ix ley  P a r k ) ,  B (Glaves P a r k ) ,  and E (Westgate Park) s t o r e  
runoff p r i o r  t o  discharge t o  the Mokelurnne River. B a s i n s  i n  subareas A - 1  
(Kofu Park) ,  A - 2  (eeckman Park) ,  6 - 1  (Vinewood School) ,  D ( S a l a s  Park) ,  and G 
(along w i t h  the fu tu re  F and I bas ins)  s t o r e  runoff prior- t o  discharge t o  the 
WID canal from pumping s t a t i o n s  loca ted  0 3  Cabrillo C i r c l e  and a t  Eeckrnan 
P a r k .  

Basins 

Current design s tandards f o r  the de ten t ion  basins  r equ i r e  s torage  capaci ty  f o r  
the  100-year 48-hour storm. Changes i n  hydr9logic design da ta  over the past  
years  may have r e su l t ed  i n  some e a r l i e r  basins  being undersized. 
updates o f  the  Master Storm Drainage Plan wil l  address t h i s  issue. 

Future 

Master Storm D r a i n q e  Plan 

C i t y  o f  Lodi Engineering Division updated the  Master Storm Drainase Plan in 
1988. This plan forms t.he pr inc ipa l  basis fo r  fu tu re  expansions o f  the 
drainage serv ice  area t o  serve the General Plan a rea .  
improvements and de ten t ion  basin improvements a re  i d e n t i f i e d  in  the  plan that, 
have been included i n  t h i s  r epor t .  

Major  co l l ec t ion  system 

Master Storm Drainage Fee 

The C i t y  has adopted a cap i t a l  improvement program and fee-bas td  financing 
mechanisms fo r  storm drainage f a c i l i t i e s .  Recently, t h i s  program w a s  revised 
t o  comply w i t h  A8 1600 regulations. l h i s  study updates the p r o g r a m  and fee  t o  
serve t h e  General P ? a n  Area. 
created from the  former drainage fee t o  establish gene ra l  conformance w i t h  the  
o the r  fee c a t e g o r i e s .  

A l s o ,  addi t iona l  fee ca tegor i e s  have been 

PLANNED STOW DRAINAGE IMPHOVEHENTS 

Storm drainage improvements t o  serve bui ldout  o f  the General Plan were ,  f o r  
the  most p a r t ,  i den t i f i ed  i n  the Master Storm Drainage Plan. A summary of 
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those facilities is presented below and summarized in Table 5 - 1 .  Project 
numbers l i s t e d  in Table 5-1 are used t o  identify the location o f  projects 
shown on Figure 5-1 .  

Col 1 ect  i on System 

Drainage subareas established during planning for storm drainage improvements 
within the existing City limits had already inccrporated much o f  the land i n  
the expanded General Plan area. Stibareas C ,  D, E ,  F and G were already 
planned for expansion of  service to the west, east and south. New subarea I 
will be established t o  provide drainage services t o  areas west o f  Lower 
Sacramento Road, south of  Kettleman Lane. 

Major storm drainage trunk pipes are planned to serve the expanded General 
Plan area, Locations c f  these trunk improvements are shown on Figure 5 - 1 .  

Detent i on Bas i ns 

Expansion o f  existing detention basins in subareas C, E ,  and G arc identified 
in the Master Pian. New detention basins are planned for subareas F and I. 

ESTIHATED COSTS AND PHASING 

in Table 5-1, a summary o f  the storm drainage projects and estimated 
construction costs is presented. Estimated costs are referenced t o  the 
Engineering News Record 20 Cities Average Construction Cost Index for January 
1,  1990 of 4673. In the table, reference is made to Program Cost  and Impact 
Fee Fund. Program Costs are defined for Storm Drainage Facilities to be the 
total probable construction cost for the facilities described. In other 
words, the private developer i s  not expected to pay any portion of the cost to 
construct Master Storm Drainage Facilities. Impact Fee Fund costs represent 
the portion o f  Program Costs allocated t o  serve future growth or otherwise not 
funded from other sources. In the case of Storm Drainage, all Master 2lanned 
Facilities are wholly serving future growth and no funding other than 
development impact fees i s  expected. Therefore, the amount in the Program 
Cost column generally equals the amount in the Impact Fee Fund column. The 
exception i s  the item labeled "Deficiencies". 
represent the total estimated cost of construction. 

Storm drainage trunk lines 

Phasing o f  the s t o m  dra inage  improvements presented in T a b l e  5 - 1  and i s  based 
upon t h e  Forecast  o f  Units Constructed Over the General Plan Period (Appendix 
A )  provided by the City .  
funded on or before July I ,  1990 are shown in t h e  current year {1990/91). 
Actual c o s t s  o f  these project have been adjusted t o  the base dollar o f  January 
1 ,  1990. 

Costs f o r  projects serving General Plan development 
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TABLE 5 - 1 
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPiTAL COSTS AND PHASfNG 

STORM DRAINAGE 

Ptxley Pdrk d:a#naps basn 
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a d w e d  in 1988 ;Dvg 88EW33 
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Elas'', - € -  
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- -_-_ -_. ~ .. . - ... , . .... ~. . . -. . . 

o m  imi 
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Rcqrans Impact 

Basin 'G' c O ( ' ~ l i 0 n  lacilitler 
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S T O M  DRAINAGE COST. $16.824. 
NOTE: - 

(1) Previously Apprcfxialed I:om Drainape Fees 
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Relat ionship of Storm Drainage Pro jec ts  t o  New Development 

A reasonable r e l a t ionsh ip  nust be es tab l i shed  between the pro jec ts  and 
improvements funded by the  f e e  and  the type o f  development upon w h i c h  the  fee  
i s  imposed. Essen t i a l ly ,  i t  i s  incumbent upon  t he  City t o  show t h a t  the 
development i s  served by and/or ber ,ef i ts  f r o n  the publ ic  f - a c i l i t i e s  t G  be 
financed by the f -  pe revenue. 

City of  Lodi Storm Drainage Master Plan presents  a soundly conceived and 
comprehensive plan f o r  providing storm drainage serv ices  t o  a l l  a reas  o f  the 
General Plan. Only those improvement cos t s  bene f i t t i ng  the  areas  included in 
the f ee  program a r e  included in  the  f ee  program. 

Relationship o f  Storm Drainage Projec ts  t o  Land Uses 

Once the r e l a t ionsh ip  between the f a c i l i t i e s  t o  be constructed and the l a n d  
uses has been e s t ab l i shed ,  the burden of financing i s  t o  be d i s t r ibu ted  t o  
each land use i n  proportion t o  i t s  use o f ,  o r  benef i t  from, the  improvements. 
T h i s  i s  accomplished through the  use of a Residential  Acre Equivalent (K4E) 
schedule. A RAE schedule ind ica t e s  t he  r e l a t i v e  r e spons ib i l i t y  t o  pay f o r  . 
improvements f o r  each land use category i n  r e l a t ion  t o  the  s ing le  family 
detached res i dent  i a 1 c a t  ego ry - 
The concept o f  RAE i s  based upon def ining a base demand t h a t ,  i n  t h i s  case ,  i s  
se lec ted  t o  be an ac re  o f  low dens i ty  s ing le  family detached dwalling un i t s .  
The base acre  has an assigned RAE of 1.0  . A l l  o ther  l a n d  use ca tegor ies  have 
R.4E f ac to r s  t h a t  show t h e i r  r e l a t i v e  demand f o r  Storm Drainaqe F a c i l i t i e s  
compared t o  t he  base acre  of l o w  dens i ty  s ing le  family housiGg. 

Based upon the  cos t  of f a c i l i t i e s  t o  provide comparable ?eve ls  of serv 
r e s iden t i a l  and ccnimercial/industrial a r eas ,  the  City has adopted a 
commercial/ industrial  fee  t h a t  i s  1.33 times the resident.ia7 fee .  Fol 
review o f  the  sethodology employed by the City,  i t  i s  concluded the 
methodology is  reasonable and Fa i r ly  compares the demand f o r  storm dra 
f a c i l i t i e s  by the var ious land uses.  Therefore,  t he  City adopted ( a n d  
defac to)  RAE schedule i s  incorporated in to  th i s  study. 

Recomended Fees 

ce t o  

owing a 

nage 

The Storm Drainage F a c i l i t i e s  Fee i s  shown in Table 5 -2 .  The to t a l  fee  i s  
57,170 per l o w  dens i ty  r e s iden t i a l  acre .  
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TABLE 5-2 15-Apr-91 

SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 
I STORM DRAINAGE 

- RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Gensity 
East Side Residential 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

PLANNED RESiDENTlAL 
Low Density Acre 
Medium Density Acre 
High Density Acre 

CUMM ERCl A t  
Neighborhood Commercial Acre 
General Commercial Acre 
Downtown CO in m e rcial Acre 
Office Commercial Acre 

INDUSTRIAL 
Light Industrial 
Heavy Industrial 
!ndiJStria/ Reszrve 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

1 .oo $7,380 
1 .oo $7,380 
1 .oo $7,380 
1 .oo 37,380 

1 .oo $7,380 
1 .oo $7,380 
1 .oo $7,380 

1.33 $9,820 
1.33 $9,820 
1.33 $9,820 
1.33 39,820 

1.33 $9,820 
: .33 $9,820 
1.33 $9,820 

Noro: Dollar amounts are in January 1, 1991 dollars. 
Sources: Nolte & Associates and Angus McDonald & Associates 
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C H A P T E R  5 

STREETS AND ROdDS 

OVERV I EU 

. -  

. .- 

For a s  long  a s  t h e  C i t y  of Lodi has been i n  e x i s t e n c e ,  s t r e e t s  and r cads  have 
been the primary system used i n  i n t e r c i t y  t r a v e l .  
wide growth, t h e r e  welcome a need t o  improve t h e  s t ree ts  and roads  i n  the  
community. The C r a f t  General Plan wil:  expand the C i t y  and a d d i t i o n a l  t r a f f i c  
will be gene ra t ed  w i t h i n  the community. As  a resul t  new s t r e e t s  w i l l  be 
needed and e x i s t i n g  s t r e e t s  wSll Reed t o  be improved. 
w i l l  d e s c r i b e  t h e s e  improvemefits, the  C i t y  o b l i g a t i o n  f o r  fund ing ,  ar;d the 
f e e s  c a l c u l a t e d  t o  reimbilrse the C i t y  c o s t s .  

With the  change i n  C i t y -  

The fo l lowing  s e c t i o n s  

Exis t ing  T r a f f i c  Cond i t ions  

E x i s t i n g  t r a f f i c  coun t s  were c o l l e c t e d  by t h e  C i t y  o f  Lodi P u b l i c  k'orks 
Department i n  1987 a t  numerous l o c a t i o n s  throughout  the C i t y  by t h e  C i t y  and 
t h e i r  t r z f f i c  c o n s u l t a n t .  The d a t a  were used t o  e s t a b l i s h  the c u r r e n t  Level 
o f  S e r v i c e  (LOS)  w i t h i n  the p r o j e c t  s t u d y  a r e a .  C u r r e n t l y ,  roadways and 
i n t e r s e c t i o n s  throughout  the C i t y  a r e  o p e r a t i n g  a t  a LOS o f  C o r  b e t t e r  wi th  
the excep t ion  o f  Hutchins S t r ee t /Ke t t l eman  Lane i n t e r s e c t i o n ,  which o p e r a t e s  
a t  a LOS D. The C i t y  of  Lodi c o n s i d e r s  C t o  be t h e  s t a n d a r d  l e v e l  o f  s e r v i c e  
wi th  anyth ing  less  cons ide red  t o  be s u b s t a n d a r d .  

C i  rcul a t i  on PI  an 

I n  December o f  1989, a City-wide  c i r c u l a t i o n  s t u d y  was p repa red  by the T r a f f i c  
Consu l t an t ,  TJKM, t h a t  i d e n t i f i e d  t h e  impacts a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  the env i s ioned  
General P lan .  As mentioned e a r l i e r ,  the  e x i s t i n g  t r a f f i c  coun t s  were done by 
the  C i t y ' s  s t a f f .  Inco rpora t ing  t h i s  i n fo rma t ion  a long  wi th  us ing  a computer 
based t r a v e l  demand model, TJKM was a b l e  t o  f o r e c a s t  f u t u r e  t r a f f i c  c o n d i t i o n s  
throughout  t h e  p r o j e c t  s tudy  a r e a .  Based upon t h e s e  f o r e c a s t s ,  road s e c t i o F s  
o f  f u t u r e  s t ree ts  and improvements t o  e x i s t i n g  s t r e e t s  wt3re i d e n t i f i e d .  

A l i s t i n g  of genera l  s t r e e t ,  i n t e r s e c t i o n ,  s i g n a l i z a t i o n ,  and in t e rchange  
improvements was submi t ted  t o  t h e  C i t y  a long  wi th  the c i r c u l a t i o n  s t u d y .  
Working with C i ty  s t a f f  and the  C i ty  improvement s t a n d a r d s ,  c r o s s - s e c t i o n s  
were prepared  f o r  f u t u r e  s t r e e t s  and improvements  t o  e x i s t i n g  s t r e e t s .  These 
a r e  d i s c u s s e d  i n  the  fo l lowing  s e c t i c n .  

Ex i st i ng De f i c i cnc i es  

E x i s t i n g  d e f i c i e n c i e s  a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  minor and mainly c o n s i s t  o f  d e t e r i o r a t e d  
pavement, and cu rb  and g u t t e r  a n d  d r a i n a g e  f a c i l i t i e s  on some s t r e e t s .  
P r o j e c t  c o s t s  t o  co i - rec t  e x i s t i n g  d e f i c i e n c i e s  are  not funded by deveiopn:ent 
impact f e e s  u n l e s s  the c o r r e c t i o n  i s  i n c i d e n t a l  t o  p rov id ing  h i g h e r  c a p a c i t y  
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t o  serve future growth. 
Pacific Railroad and Cherokee Lane needs to be widened to four lanes and this 
project is included in the fee program. 
Street, curb and gutter will be reconstructed along the widened stretch. 

Reconstruction, overiayr and other maintvnance activities are not included in 
the fee program. 
fund, gas taxes, T D A ,  Prcpcsition 111 gas tax, Measure K sales tax, and other 
sources. Typically, genera? fund allocaticns are strictly used for operations 
and maintenance (0 & M) activities. Funds from otner sources are allocated to 
0 and M, capital and reconstruction activities. 

Based upon the current budget for capital maintenance and reconstruction of 
$1.66 million, a forecast was prepared for the program cost for similar work 
during the General Plan period. The total is shown in Table 6-1 as 
Enhancements to Existing Facilities in the amount of 526.55 million. Funding 
for these program costs i s  anticipated to come primarily from Geperal Fund, 
Gas Tax and Transportation Development Act (TDA) sources in proportion to 
existing fvnding levels of 52%, 26%, and 2 2 X ,  respectively. 

PLANNED CIRCULATION IMPROVEMENTS 

Presently, the City policy toward funding street and road improvements applies 
only to limited access expressways such as Lower Sacramento Road and South 
Hutchins Street and widenings to existing streets. Based upon current State 
law and common practice in other agencies regarding impact fees and 
developers' requirements, it is recmmended that present pol icy be changed. 
The following section describes the recommended policy and how it is 
implemented in this fee program. 

For example, Lockeford Street between the Southern 

Incidental to widening Lockeford 

Funding for these activities is derived from the general 

Developer Requi red Improvements 

For all projects within the City, the developer is required to build streets 
to serve the project. Relative to street improvements, the developer is 
required to provide all improvements and dedicate all right-of-way for one 
half width street consisting o f  curb, gutter, sidewalk, one travel lane and a 
shoulder or parking lane. Maximum right-of-way dedication is 34 feet and i s  
dependent upon existing right-of-way at the improvement locat ion. 
Improvements required of the developer include 5.5 feet of curb and sidewalk, 
2 feet o f  gutter, and 24 feet of paving that corresponds to those designated 
as  a major collector. Typical section for a major collector i s  provided in 
Figure 6-1. 
collector, the developer typicaily i s  required to construct on?y one-half of 
the street. 

funds or other funds w i l l  be used t o  construct the more extensive 
inprovements. Examples of these streets include: Kettleman Lane, Harney 
Lane, Century Boulevard, and Lower Sacramento Road, 

In the case where development occurs on one side cf a major 
In the case where development occurs along a street having a 

greater designated capacity t h a n  a major co l l ec to r ,  the development impact fee 

52  Y ,w, :n. n 
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SicJnai  tights, bridge crossings, arid freeway interchanges arc not privately 
consrructed facilities and are coinpie: .ly funded by the City throuqh 
aevelopment impact fees and other funainy sources such as Federal, State, 
CounLy and Medsure K .  

Street and Road Improvments 

A listing of the street and road improvement projects included in the 
development impact fee program i s  provided in Table 6-1 .  Location of these 
projects i s  shown on figure 6-2. For the most part, the inprovement projects 
consist of new constructian and nodification o f  routes. 

For the purpose of identifying the portion of each major route that will be 
funded by the City, the typical sections described above have been assumed. 
The developer Qbligation, as described in the previous section, is limited to 
right-of-way and improvements t o  construct a major collector (68 feet). 

In the circulation stgdy prepared for the City, the need for new traffic 
signals was identified. Costs o f  these signals have been included in the 
development i r ;pact fee program. A t  locations where minimum Cailrans signal 
warrants have already been inet, 50 percent o f  the improvement cost has been 
allccated t o  the Impact Fee Fund. 

Freeway Improvements 

As recommended by TJKM, interchinge improvements for Kettleman Lane/State 
Route 99 and Turner Road/State Route 99 will be necessary to maintain a LOS C 
or better. Proposed interchange improvements at Kettleman Lane/State Route 99 
call for the realignment of Beckman Road. Currently, Beckman Road i s  located 
about 225 feet east of the northbound ramp onto State Route 99, a distance 
that i s  considered too close for two signalized intersections. Realignment of 
Beckman is proposed in the environmental impact report for Kettleinan 
Properties located at the northeast corner o f  Kettleman Lane and Beckman Road. 
The proposed design constitutes a realignment of both Beckman Road and the 
northbound offramp, but i s  still subject to review by Caltrans and approval by 
the California Transport?tion Commission. 
interchange work. a route s t u d y  will be prepared that will address traffic and 
ci rcul at i o n  at the interchange. 

A s  part of the Kettleman 

Heasure K identified the SR 99/12 interchange as a funded project in the 
amount o f  5700,000. f o r  the purposes o f  this study, it i s  assumed that 30 
percent of the interchange costs will be derived from sotlrces outside this fee 
program. A portion o f  the 30 percent will be Measure K funds and the other 
could be State funds or possibly additional gvowth in Lod i  not covered by t h i s  
study. 
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ESTIMATED COSTS AIYD PHASING 

I n  Table 6-1, a summary o f  the s t r e e t  p r o j e c t s  and icve lopment  impact fee 
funding i s  presented. 
Record 20 C i t i e s  Cons t ruc t i on  Cost Index f o r  Gdnuary 1,  1990 o f  4673. soadway 
improvement costs  r e f l e c t  o r f y  the  C i t y ’ s  f u x i i n g  r e s p o n s i b i l ’ t y  p e r  the  
proposed Ci ty  Reimbursement P o l i c y  and do n 3 i  r e f l e c t  the t o t a l  estimate-6 
c o n s t r u c t i o n  c o s t .  

Estimated cos ts  are referenced t o  the  Engineer ing Mews 

I n  prepar ing  the  est imates o f  c o n s t r u c t i o n  c o s t ,  the developer o b l i g a t i o n ,  
City o b l i g a t i o n  and development impact fee funding f o r  the p r o j e c t s ,  t he  
f D l l o w i n g  f a c t o r s  were cor,sidered. 
p r o j e c t s  inc ludes eve ry th ing  n o t  r e q u i r e d  o f  t he  deve?oper i n c l u d i n g  spec ia l  
medians, landscaping, and r i g h t - o f - w a y .  

The Ci ty  o b l i g a t i ~ n  f o r  funding o f  

Phasing o f  t he  improvements i s  based upcn the  Forecast o f  U n i t s  Constructed 
Over the  General Plan Per iod (Appendix A )  prov ided  by t h e  C i t y .  I n  Table 
6-1,  the phasing i s  d i v i d e d  by year  f o r  the f i r s t  seven years fo l l owed  by two 
f i v e - y e a r  increments. Costs f o r  the p r o j e c t s  se rv i i l g  the General P lan 
development funded on o r  be fo re  Ju l y  1, 1990 are shown i n  the  c u r r e n t  yea r  
(1590/91). Actual  costs  o f  these p r o j e c t s  have been ad jus ted  t o  the  
January 1, 1990 d o l l a r  re fe rence .  

Lower Sacramento Road i s  a l s o  i nc luded  i n  the l i s t  o f  p r c j e c t s  funded, i n  
p a r t ,  by Measure K. Based upon d i scuss ion  w i t h  the C i t y ,  tt,< funding o f  Lower 
Sacramento Road improvements are d i v i d e d  amongst the C i t y ,  developer  and 
Heasure K.  Ob l i ga t i ons  o f  the developer have beep d iscussed.  
purposes o f  t h i s  study, i t  i s  assumed t h a t  Measure K funds w i l l  o n l y  pay f o r  
the a d d i t i o n  o f  2 lanes (one each d i r e c t i o n )  above and beyond the C i t y ’ s  
planned 4 l ane  road. Therefore,  o b l i g a t i o n  o f  the C i t y  i s  l i m i t e d  t o  2 lanes 
and the  landscape cen te r  median. 

For the 

R e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  S t r e e t s  and Roads P r o j e c t s  t o  New Ucvelopment 

A reasonable r e l a t i o n s h i p  must be established between the  f e e s  U L ; ~  and the  
type o f  development- on which the fee i s  imposea. I r t  orde r  t o  r s t a b l i s n  t h l s  
r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  we must. f i r s t  demonstrate t h a t  the type o f  development upon 
which the  fee i s  t o  be chargt,d w i l l ,  i n  f a c t ,  use, be served by, o r  b e n s f i t  
from the p u b l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  be f inanced. 

Each and every l and  use w i l l  b e n e f i t  from the s t r e e t s  an3 r o a d  f a c i l i t i e s  
w i t h i n  the community. Residents use the s t r e e t s  t o  g e t  t o  and f rom work, 

d e l i v e r l e s ,  customers, and employees. Each and every l a n d  use i n  the Pr3posed 
General Plan w i l l  b e n e f i t  from the f a c i l i t i e s  cons t ruc ted  a s  p a r t  o f  the 
c a p i t a l  ’mprovements program and, the re fo re ,  i s  a p p r o p r i a t e l y  p a r t  o f  :he  fee  
program, 

s h o p p i n g ,  and entertainment. Commerce and i n d u s t r y  iise I h e  s t r ee t s  fljr 
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Relationship o f  Streets and Roads Projects to Lar:d Uses 

Gnce the relationship between t h e  facilities to be constrccted and the land 
uses has been established, the bdrden of financicg is to be distributed to 
each land use in proportion to i t s  use o f ,  o r  benefit from, the improvements. 
This is acccnplished through t h e  use of a Residential Acre Equivalent (RAE) 
schedule. 
improvements for each land use categi ‘y in relation t o  the s i n g l e  family 
detached residential category. 

Trip generation factors developed and used in the Circulation Study form the 
basis for calculating an RAE schedule for streets and road facilities. 
upon recommendation o f  the City Transportaticn Consultant, trip generation 
factors for commercial categories were reduced by 30 percent to conpcnsate for 
pass-by trips. A s  a result, net trip generation factors were calculated f o r  
each land use and compared to the base RAE factor o f  1.0 for single family 
detached residential. The RAE schedule shows a reasonable relationship 
between the cost o f  streets and m a d s  projects and the financing burden placed 
on each land use as based upon their relative generation and demand for 
streets and road facilities. RAE schedule for streets and roads i s  shown i n  
Table 6-2. 

A RAE schedule indicates the relative responsibility to pay for 

Based 

Recommended Fees 

The Streets and Road Facilities Fee is shown in Table 6-2. The total fee is 
55,380 per low density residential acre. 

Regional Facil i ties 

The fee program presented in this report does not include funding for 
improvements t o  roads outside the City of Lodi General Plan boundaries. The 2 
cent sales tax override for transportation (Measure K) recently approved by 
San Joaquin County voters, includes a provision for Regional Traffic 
Mitigation fees to be adopted by Jan.uary 1, 1993. This fee program will need 
t o  be modified in coordination with San Joaquin County and the Council of  
Governments (the local transportation authority) t o  include a regional 
element. 
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TABLE 6-2 

MMARY OF DEVELOPMEP T IMPACT FEES 
STREETS AND ROADS 

1 1  -Apr-91 

RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Dexity 
High Density 
East Side Residential 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 
Ac:e 

PLAN N U R  ES I DEN TI A L 
Low Density Acre 
,Medium Density Acre 
High Density Acre 

- COMMERCIAL 
Neighborhood Commercial Acre 
General Commercial Acre 
Downtown Comrnerciai Acre 
Ofiice Commercial Acre 

- INDUSTRIAL 
Light Indus:rial 
Heavy Industrial 
Industrial Reserve 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

1 .oo $5,380 
1.96 $1 0,550 
3.05 $1 6,420 
1 .oo $5.380 

1 .oo $5,380 
1.96 $1 0,550 
3.05 $1 6,420 

1.90 $1 0,230 
3.82 $20,570 
1.90 $1 0,230 
3.27 $1 7,610 

2.00 $1 0,770 
1.27 $6,840 
2.00 $10,770 

- ~ - _ _ _ _ _ - -  
Nole: Dollar amc-uots are in Jant i s ry  1 ,  199; Collars. 

Sotirces. Nnlfe & Ass ciates and Angils McUcnald & Asscctales 



CHAPTER 7 

P O L I C E  

OVERY I EW 

Level o f  Service 

Targe t  f o r  emergency response time i s  3 minutes anywhere i n  the Ci ty .  
Currently,  emergency response tiiiles a re  under t h i s  goal .  There were a t o t a l  
of 65 sworn personnel and  33 non-sworn personnel authorized i n  1988/89. These 
f igures  reveal a se rv ice  standard o f  0.95 sworn personnel and 0.47 non-sworn 
personnel per 1,000 perrsns  served. Current ly ,  the department i s  understaffed 
r e l a t ive  t o  the standard described above by 11 sworn and 5 non-sworn 
personnel. 

The serv ice  level  t h a t  i s  t yp ica l ly  espoilsed f o r  Police i s  so-many o f f i ce r s  
per 1,000 res idents .  This se rv ice  standard does not account fo r  employees, 
shoppers, t o w i s t s  and o ther  persons present i n  the  serv ice  zrea during the 
day who may use o r  requi re  ass i s tance  from the Police Department. 
a standard in terms of "Persons Served" considers  gilJ persons who may use 
these services  so t h a t  the  serv ice  standard a l so  captilres the burden these 
other  par t ic ipants  will place on the  f a c i l i t i e s .  This i s  done through 
estimating the demand o r  use of the f a c i l i t i e s  by persons associated w i t h  each 
land use type. 

Developing 

Instead o f  determining the  use from each u n i t  o f  land developed, as  i s  the  
procedure with RAEs,  the  use of  each l a n d  use i s  converted i n t o  a use per 
person. 
res ident ,  and in the case of non-resident ia l  uses i s  s use per employee. 
These use per "person served" f igures  a re  then norrralized around the  Single 
Family land tise t o  produce "Persons Served" f ac to r s  which a re  applied t o  a 
forecast  o f  the to t a l  number o f  res idents  and ernploye2s from each land use t o  
compute the t o t a l  persons served from new deve?opment. 

Existing Police F a c i l i t i e s  

The Lodi Police Gepartment provides pol ice  protect ion services  t o  a l l  areas  
within the c i t y  l imi t s .  The Police Departnent serves  a 9 . 4  squa r?  mile area 
w i t h  an e s t i m a t e d  population o f  50,300 in 1990. The Police Department, 
located a t  230 N. Elm S t r e e t ,  has 2n estimated 2 1 , 5 7 1  square f ee t  o f  b u i l d i n g  

employees per 1,000 persons served. The cur ren t  space standard i s  22C square 
feet. of building space per emplcyee. 

I n  the  case of r e s iden t i a l  l a n d  dses t h i s  takes the  form of use per 

space. The current employee standard based 98 t o t a l  employees i s  1.3 
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ExS s t  i n g  D e f i c i e n c i e s  

E x i s t i n g  d e f i c i e n c i e s  are c a l c u l a t e d  based cn & a t  i s  c u r r e n t l y  p rov ided  i n  
the way of' s t a f f  and f a c i l i t i e s  and what s t a f f  and f a c i l i t i e s  a r 2  planned t o  
be prov ided a t  t h e  end o f  t he  p lann in9  pe r iod .  
d e f i c i e n c y  c a l c u l a t i o n  i s  prepared t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  p o r t i o n  o f  t!,e f a c i l i t i e s ,  
i f  any, which should be se rv ing  e x i s t i n g  development based upon a c u r r e n t  
s t a f f i n g  o r  f a c i l i t y  d e f i c i e n c y  r e l a t i v e  t o  the  f u t u r e  standard f o r  p o l i c e  
s t a f f i n g  and space. 

Table 7-1  presents the  c a l c u l a t i o n  of  t h e  e x i s t i n g  d e f i c i e n c y  f o r  t h e  P o l i c e  
S t a t i o n  Expansion. 
space and p o l i c e  s t a f f i n g  i n  t h e  fu tu re ,  t he  space s tandard and t h e  s t a f f i n g  
standard increase s l i g h t l y .  
d e f i c i e n c y  such t h a t  7.3% o f  the P o l i c e  S t a t i o n  Expansion i s  n o t  funded f r o m  
the development impact fees.  

Fu r the r ,  t h e  e x i s t i n g  

Eased upon fo recas ts  prov ided by t h e  Ci ty  f o r  b u i l d i n g  

Th is  produces o n l y  a v e r y  minor e x i s t i n g  

PLANNED POLICE FACILITIES 

P o l i c e  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  serve a t  b u i l d o u t  o f  the Proposed General Plan were 
i d e n t i f i e d  by C i t y  s t a f f  and t h e  P o l i c e  Department. 
f a c i l i t i e s  i s  presented i n  Table 7 - 2 .  Wi th  the  except ion o f  t he  P o l i c e  
S t a t i o n  expansion and t h e  j a i l  expansion, the m a j o r  f a c i l i t i e s  a re  s e l f  
exp l  anatory  . 

Cur ren t l y ,  a1 t e r n a t i v e s  f o r  po l  i c e  and j a i l  f a c i l i t i e s  are be ing  considered by 
the City and the  P o l i c e  Department. S p e c i f i c  l o c a t i o n s  f o r  t he  f a c i l i t i e s  
have no t  been i d e n t i f i e d .  A l t e r n a t i v e s  being considered i n c l u d e  renova t ion  
and expansion o f  the e x i s t i n g  P o l i c e  S t a t i o n .  

A summary o f  t he  

ESTIMATED COST AND PHASING 

I n  Table 7-2,  a summary o f  the P o l i c e  f a c i l i t y  and est imated cos ts  t o  serve 
the  f u t u r e  Ci ty o f  Lodi is presented. Est imated cos ts  are referenced t o  the 
Engineer ing News Record 20 C i t i e s  Cons t ruc t i on  Cost Index foi-  January 1, 1990 
o f  4673. Phasinc; o f  t h e  inprovernents i s  based upon fo recas ts  o f  f a c i i i t y  
needs by t h e  Ci ty over the  p lann ing  pe r iod .  

For the purposes o f  fee study, t he  p o l i c e  s t a t i o n  expansion cos ts  are n o t  
who1 7y a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  the devel OpmPnt prov ided f o r  under t h e  Propozed General 
Plan. A p o r t i o n  o f  the b u i l d i n g  expansion (7.3%) w i l l  serve e x i s t i n g  
development. The cGst i n  Table 7 - 2  r e f l e c t s  the reduced est imated c o s t .  The 

sub jec t  t o  the e x i s t i n g  d e f i c i e n c y  r e d u c t i o n .  
jail expansion and the other  f a c i l i t y  cos ts  listed ~ I I  T a b l e  7 - 2  are n o t  
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TABLE 7-1 05-Apr - 9 1 

EXISTING DEFICIENCIES ANALYSIS 
POLICE 

___ .______ __ 
I Existing i i Description of Item Service Future Future 1 

Population Additions Total / 

i 
! 

L-----..-.----- ____ ~ -_-========i 

GENERAL GOV. PERSONS SERVED 80,207 33,571 1 13,778 
-. 

- SERVICE CAPACIW 
Police Employees 
Police Facilites (Sq. Ft.) 

SERVICE STANDARD 
Current Service Standard: 

Police Employees Per 
1,000 Persons Served 

Bcifding Sq. Ft. Per Employee 

Target Service Standard 
Police Employees Per 
1,000 Persons Served 

Building Sq. Ft. Per Employee 

98.0 43.0 141 .o 
21,571 10,000 31,571 

1.22 

220.1 

1.23 

223.9 

ADDITIONAL SERVICE CAPAClTY REQUIRED 
Additional Employees 1.6 41.6 43.2 

Additional Building Area (Sq. Ft.) 
For Existing Employees 
For New Employees 

372 372 
359 9,321 9,680 

Burden on New and Existing Development 7.3% 9 2.7 910 1 oo.oc% 

! 1 ___- ----_I___ -- -- 
! 

'Cost ot New Facilities 3146,C" $1,854,000 --1 $2,000,000 I I__-_--- 
Note. Dollar amounts are in constant January 1, 1991 dollars. 

Sources: Nrjlte 8 Asscciates and Angus McDonald 8 Assciiates 
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TABLE 7 - 2 
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND P HASlNG 

POLfCE 

Prqrarn Impact 
t m i  1991192 1wm3 i w m  iwmi ~QWM resers7 1897-2002 3002-2007 Number Cost - 

OUO5i?8l 

L P W 0 4  Animal control buck 
U and equiprnenl - 523,000 523.000 u1 M sn so $0 so $0 Y, f 2 3 . W  

LPWOS 2 prkup truck6 equiprJe4 536000 s36oor) so so s@ so so $0 so s26.ooo so 
with rsdum an4 other 
equipment 

1.pDOoB Eighl palrd cars 
end equpoont 

5144.000 S143.000 $0 fl8.000 so S18.000 $0 $18.000 so s36.ooo 554.OOo 

SO $3.000 $0 $3000 s9.m sg,MH) L W 7  Ten *able radios $26.000 $16 000 so SO 53000 

LPDOOB Fmrrork  btaltons $20.000 $20 000 so so s4ouo $0 $0 I4.000 $0 s4.000 s8.000 
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DEVELOWENT IHPACT FEE 

Relationzhip o f  Po l ice  Projects to New Oeveloprnent 

The relationship between existing deficiencies, improved service standards and 
capacity for new development vas  summarized in Table 7 -1 .  9nly the portion of  
the police facilities whqso demand w a s  generated by new deve?opment bas 
included in the Development Impact Fee program. 

Relationship of Police Projects t o  Land Uses 

The RAE schedule for oolice faci?ities that i s  shown in Table 7-2 was 
by the Lodi Police Department. The schedule i s  
of calls f o r  service fi-orn each l a n d  use category. 

developfd from data shpplied 
based on the relative nuinber 

Recommended Fees 

The Police Facilities fee i s  
low density residential acre 

shown ir; Table 7 - 2 .  The tJtal fee is 91,130 per 

7 2  



TABLE 7-3 11-Api-91 

SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 
POLICE 

RESIDENTIAL 
tow Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 
East Side Residential 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

PLANNED RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density Acre 
Medium Density Acre 
High Density Acre 

COMMERCIAL 
Neighborhood Commercial Acre 
General Commercial Acre 
Downtown Commercial Acre 
Office Corn mercial Acre 

- INDUSTRIAf, 
Light Industrial 
Heavy Industrial 
Industrial Reserve 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

1 .oo $1,130 
1.77 $2,010 
4.72 $5,350 
1.09 $1,230 

1-00 $1,130 
1.77 $2'01 0 
4.72 $5,350 

4.20 $4,860 
2.59 $2,940 
4.28 $4,860 
3.72 $4,220 

0.30 $340 
0.1 9 $21 0 
0.30 $340 

-- - 
Note: Do!far amounts are in canstant January I ,  1991 dollars. 
Sources: Nolfe & Associates and Angus McDonald & Asswiafes 
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CHAPTER 8 

F I R E  

OVERVIEW 
. .. Level of Service 

The level o f  service that guides the requirement for arid placement of a new 
fire station is to provide a maximum of a three minute driving time to all 
areas within the City limits and the Limit of Utilities Planning. 

Existing Fire Facilities 

The City of Lodi Fire Department currently serves the City frwi three fire 
stations. Station # 1  is located at 210 W. Elm Street, Station t 2  is located 
at 705 E. Lodi Avenue and Station f3  i s  located at 2141 South Ham Lane. Ginen 
these stations were constructed, they provided the desire service levels to 
the City and additional service capacity to the east, south and southwest 
areas. With new development occurring West o f  the existing City, additional 
fire protection capacity i s  required. 

Existing Deficiencies 

Currently, no major deficiencies exist in the Fire Facilities relative to the 
level and service standard for the City. Response times to some areas in tlie 
northwest are below the City standard. 
existing deficiency in the northwest area should not be a cost allocated t o  
the fee program. However, in the west side area, excess fire servicg capacity 
exists that will be used to serve future growth. 
required t o  purchase from the City excess capacity in the existing facilities. 
Considering that the existing deficiency is relatively minor compared to the 
excess capacity, and since the City has traditionally treated fire service on 
a city-wide basis, it is recommended that the fee be based solely on new 
capital expenditures. This serves to simp1 ify the fee program and eliminates 
the need for zone fees and minor deficiency adjustments. 

I n  a strict sense, correcting the 

Future growth should be 

PLANNED FIRE F A C I I . I T I E S  

Fire Facilities t o  serve buildout of the Proposed General Plan were identified 
in the Fire Staticn Location Master Plan and by City and s t a f f  during 
preparation o f  this report. M a j o r  facilities projects are listed ir! Table 8 -  
I .  The new Fire Station (rY3) will be l oca ted  on Lower Sacramento Road near 
Park West Drive. Other facilities listed i n  Table 8-1  will equip Station $ 4  
and expand capabilities at the other stations. 

During the preparation of the fee S t t i d y ,  a number o f  fire facility capital 
improvement projects were identified by the City. The nature of these 

7 4  R K W ? O - B  



TABLE 8 - 1 
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING 

FIRE 

GENERAL CITY PROJECT T-IiASJtK; 

L R M E  F i w  curpiilers S 1 6 W  $:B.WO so $0 M $0 SO M 53.000 fB.Oo0 s 7 . m  

50 SO M so So $15.030 to to $13 050 s13.w SO 



pro jec t s  can be character ized as  upgrading of ex i s t iny  f a c i l i t i e s  and purchase 
o f  equipment. As a r e s u l t ,  only those cos t s  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t ed  t o  extending the 
ex i s t ing  level  of  se rv ice  to  new development a r e  inclcded i n  th t l  f e e  grogram. 
These cos t s  (such as rad ios ,  f i r e  epgines a d  equipment replacement) a r e  
estimated t o  be $!,065,000. 

ESTIMATED COST AND PHASING 

A summary of t he  Fire F a c i l i t y  p ro jec t s  and estimated c o s t s  and phasing i s  
presented i n  Table-8-1. 
Record 20 C i t i e s  Constructicn Cost Index f o r  January 1990 o f  i673 .  

Estimated c o s t s  a r e  based upon the Engineering News 

DEVELOPPfENT IMPACT FEE 

Relat ionship o f  Fire Pro jec ts  t o  New Development 

A s  noted previously,  ex i s t ing  de f i c i enc ie s  were not included i n  the 
Development Impact Fee program. 
t h a t  serve new development were financed from Development Impact Fees. 

Relat ionship of Fire Pro jec ts  t o  Land Uses 

The RAE schedule for  f i r e  f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  i s  shown in  Table 8-2 was developed 
from da ta  supp;ied by the  Lodi F i r e  Department. 
r e l a t i v e  number o f  f i r e  c a l l s  and Emergency Medial Service (EMS) c a l l s  
generated by each land use category. 
f i r e s  were spread back t o  the land use ca tegor i e s  based on the s t r e e t s  and 
roads RAE f ac to r s .  

Only those p ro jec t s ,  o r  por t ions  of p ro jec t s ,  

The ME schedule considers  

Ca l l s  involving automobile acc idents  and 

Recomnended Fees 

The summary Fi re  F a c i l i t i e s  fee  i s  shown i n  Table 8-2. The t o t a l  fee  i s  $510 
per low dens i ty  r e s iden t i a l  acre .  
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TABLE 8-2 
SUMMARY CF DEVELOPtdENT IMPACT FEES 

FIRE 

R ESI CEN Ti A t  
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 
East Side Residential 

PLANNED HEqIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Dmsity 
High Density 

COMMERCIAL 
Neighborhood Commerciai 
General Commercial 
Down town Corn mersial 
Office Commercial 

- IN DUSTRIAL 
Light Industrial 
Heavy industrial 
industrial Reserve 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
ACrc 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

1 .oo 
1.96 
4.33 
1.10 

1 .oo 
i .?6 
4.32 

2.77 
1.93 
2.77 
2.46 

0.64 
0.61 
0.64 

$51 0 
$1,000 
52,210 

$560 

$51 0 
$1,000 
$2,210 

$1,420 
$990 

s1,420 
$1,260 

$330 
531 0 
$330 

_I___ - 
Note: Dollar amounts are in J a n u a r y  1, 199? dollars. 
Sources: Noite & Asscciate; and Angus McDonald & Associates. 



C H A P T E R  9 

PARKS AND R E C R E A T I O N  

OVERV I EY 

T h i s  chapter  o f  the r epor t  p resents  t he  cos t  es t imates  and the  proposed 
phasing f o r  each P a r k  and Recreation improvements t h a t  a r e  t o  be financed f roa  
deveiopment impact f ee  revenues. Government Code 566000 s p e c i f i e s  cer ta i r ;  
f indings a r e  necessary f o r  a va l id  development impact fee .  
presents  the required f indings and presents  t h 2  ca lcu la t ion  of the Parks and 
Recreat i on f ee .  

This chapter  

Level of  Service 

f h e  cur ren t  leve l  se rv ice  f o r  starrdard parks ( n c j t  including school p a r k s  o r  
drainage basins)  i s  3 . 4  acres  per 1,000 Park and Recreation Persons Served and 
the cur ren t  level  'of serv ice  f o r  community cen te r  building space i s  
approximately 770 'square f e e t  per 1,000 P a r k  and Recreation Persons Served. 
These s tandards were used as  the  bas i s  f o r  ca l cu la t ing  the percentage o f  new 
parks and addi t iona l  community cen te r  bui lding space t h a t  could be 
appropriately financed from new development. 

Exis t ing Park and Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  

Table 3-1 provides a sumnary o f  the ex i s t ing  p a r k  acreage i n  the  City o f  Lod i .  
I n  the  t ab le ,  t he  most. important number i s  the  1 7 7 . 8  acres  of S t a n d a r d  Park 
a rea .  i t  is  t h i s  acreage t h a t  i s  used t o  compute the ex i s t ing  standard f o r  
park acreage. 
recrea t ion  persons served,  the  ex i s t ing  standard fo r  parks and recrea t ion  
acreage i s  3.4 acres  per  1,000 persons served.  Based cpon an estimated cur ren t  
bui lding space inventory of 94,800 square f ee t  i n  community center  bui ldings,  
the ex i s t ing  space standard i s  1 ,200  square f e e t  per 1,000 persons served. A 
summary o f  ex i s t ing  park f a c i l i t i e s  provided by the C i t y  and i s  presented i n  
Table 9 - 2 .  

Based upon an estimated cur ren t  usage o f  52,680 park and 

The leve l  of Parks a n d  Recreation serv ices  i s  of ten  expressed i n  terms of 
acres  per 1,000 population. 
ca re fu l ly .  Employees, shoppers,  t o u r i s t s  and o the r  persons present during the 
day  nay use the park a n d  recrea t ion  f a c i l i t i e s  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  res idents  GF 
t o d i .  The concept "Persons Served" considers  all persons who may use these 
f a c i l i t i e s  so t h a t  the serv ice  standard a l s o  captures  the burden these o t h e r  
pa r t i c ipan t s  wi l l  place o n  the f a c i l i t i e s .  A weighting fac tor  i s  estimated 
that accounts f o r  v a r i o u s  ca tegor i e s  o f  p e r s o n s  served i n  accordance w i t h  the  
r e l a t i v e  frequency w i t h  which they a re  e x p e c t e d  t o  use p a r k  and  recrea t ion  
t z c i l i t i e s .  

This s e rv i ce  standard must be in te rpre ted  



TABLE 13-1 

INWENTORY OF EXISTING PARK AND RECREATION ACREAGE 

t Description 

1. A m r y  
2. Zeckman 
3. Slakely 
4. Kandy Kane 
5. Century (1 )  
6. Emerson 
7. English Oaks C m n s  
8. 6-&sin 
3. Henry Glavcs 
i0. Grape B o w l  
!I. Hale 
12. Hutchlns Street Square 
13. Kofu 
14. Lawrenceliupo Hardball 
15. Legion 
16. Lodi Lake 
17. Maple Square 
18. Plxley Park (C-1 Basin) 
19. Salas Park 
20. Softball Complex 
2 1 .  Van Eusktrk 
22. Vinewood 
23. Uestgate 
24. Vashington School 
25. Lakewood School 
26. Reese School 
27. Nichols School 
2@. Heritage S c h w l  
23. 'hJdbridge Sc!iml 
30. Sr. Eiemntary 
31. Lodl High School 
32. Tokay High School 
33. Heedham School 

Vestgate Expans tori 

6-Bas In 
F-Bas in 
I-Basln 
C-Basin Expansion 
Park Area # I  
Park Area 13 
Park Area 16 
Pdrk Area 1 4  
Park Area # S  

Eastslde Park 
East Side Softball Complex 
Lodl Lake - Expansion 

Pbrk Area 17 

Tctn 1 Acreage 

3.2. 
16.6 
9 . '2 
3.2 
2.5 
Z.0 
3 . 7  
0.0 
12.6 
15.0 
2.6 
10.0 
10.0 
18.0 
5.6 

101.0 
1.0 

17.0 
21.0 

7 . 6  
1.0 

14.0 
6.3 
5.1 
5 . 0  
6 .0  
5 . 8  
2 .0  
5.0 

12.0 
25.0 
21 .o  
2.0 

E x i s t i n g  231.k Facilities F u t u r e  Parks 

i s t a !  fctai Standard 
Acres Park Basin School Acres 
- 

.- 3 .2 ,  
0.8 15.8 
3.0 
0.2 
2 5  
2.0  
3 . ?  

3.0 9.6 
15.0 
2.6 

10.0 

10.0 
5.6 

101.0 
1.0 

1 7 . 0  
1.0 20.0 
7.6 
1.0 
0.8 11.2 
0.3 5.7 

10.0 
8.0 

2.3 

5.1 
5.0  
6.0 
5.8 
2.c 
5.0  
12.1) 
2 5  0 
2 1  0 

2 . 0  

0 6  

1 0  
i 0  
I G  
1 0  
3 0  
3 0  

10 0 
10 3 
8 0  

10 c 
2 0  

19 4 

1 3  L--- 
3 5 8  5 180 3 89 3 38 3 e3 0 

Total Acreage for Standard (1 )  177 9 

------.____ - - 

Source: C I t j  o f  Lodi 

fl) Century Park IS a temporor) part and  is not 'nc1,ded In ~ : a r d a r d s  
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Existing Deficiencies  

Calculat ion of ex i s t ing  de f i c i enc ie s  i s  based upor? the  cur ren t  standard 
r e l a t i v e  t o  the fu ture  s t a n d a r d  f o r  parks and recrea t ion  acreage and 
community b u i l d i n g  space. I n  Table 9-3,  r e s u l t s  o f  the  e x i s t i n g  d e f i c i m c y  
ana1ys.i s a r e  presented. 

The f indings ind ica te  the following. F i r s t ,  the  added p a r k  acreage i n  the 
Proposed Fee Program matches the acreage standard from 3.4/1,000 persons 
served . A s  a r e s u l t  the added park acreage can be a l loca ted  t o  new 
development. Second, the added.co.munity b u i l d i n g  space w i l l  rnatch the 
ex i s t ing  space standard of 1,8CO/I,OCO person served. 

Exis t ing de f i c i enc ie s  a re  not funded th rc jugh  the development impact f ee  
program. In t h i s  fee  study, a l t e r n a t i v e  funding sources  are n o t  
s p e c i f i c a l l y  iden t i f i ed  tha t  would cover parks and  recrea t ion  ex i s t ing  
f a c i l i t i e s  de f i c i enc ie s .  

TABLE 9 - 2  

INVENTORY OF EXISTING PARK AND RECREATION FACILITIES 

E X I S T I N G  STANDARD .-- PARK FAC I L I T Y  - 

P a r k  Acreage 3.4,/1,000 persons served 

Commun i ty  Bui 1 d i ng Area 
persons served 

1,800 sq ft/l,OGO 

Rest rooms 

Lighted Baseball Diamonds 11 Total 

l /park over 3 . 0  acres  

Tot l o t  I / p a r k  

Lighted Tennis Courts 1 1  Total 

Swimming Pool s 4 Total 

Source: N o l t e  and A s s o c i a t e s  and Angus McDonald & Associates 
PLANNED PARK AND RECREATION FACILITIES 

A summary of the P a r k s  and Recreation F a c i l i t y  Pro jec ts  i s  presented i n  Tab l i i  
9 - 4 .  Estimated cos t s  are  referenced t o  the  Engineering News Record 2 C  C i t i e s  
Construction Cost Index f o r  January 1990 o f  4 6 7 3 .  Projec t  desc r ip t ions  piay\>.d 
a n  important ro l e  i n  preparing the pro jec t  es t imates  and  were develcped i n  
concert  w i t h  C i t y  s t a f f .  Project  numbers l i s t e d  i n  Table 9 - 4  are  used to  
ident i fy  pro jec t  locat ion;  i n  Figure 9 - 1 .  The Parks a n d  Recreation Master 
Plan i s  scheduled ea r ly  i n  the program t.o r e f ine  d e t a i l s  and c o s t s  of the new 
parks.  



TABLE 9-3 
EXISTING DEFICIENCSES ANALYSIS 

PARKS AND RECREATIOX 

0.1/11/91 

I I Existing Future Future 
@scription of Item 

-- PARK PERSONS SERV€D 52,680 24,509 77,188 

Conditions Additions Total __- 
~ I 

- .  

SERVICE CAPACIN 
Park Acreage 
Community Center Euildings (Sq. Ft.) 

SERVICE STANDARD 
Current Service Standard: 

Park Acres Per 1,000 Persons Served 
Community Center Sq. Ft. Per 1.000 Persons Serve 

Park Acres Per 1,000 Persons Served 
Community Center Sq. Ft. Per 1,000 Persons Served 

Target Service Standard 

177.8 83.0 260.8 
44,100 i 38,900 94,800 

3.4 
i .eCO 

3.4 
1,799 

ADDITIONAL SERVICE CAPACITY REQUIRED 
Addition21 Park Acres 0.2 82.8 83.0 
Additional Community Center SqFt (4) 44,104 44,104 

BURDEN ON NEW ANDLXISTING DEVELOPMENT 
Additional Park Acres O.OY0 100.0~?0 1 oo.oo/o 
Additional Community Center SqFl o.oo/o 1 co.oo/o 1 oo.oo/o 

Ncto: Dollar amounts are in January 1 ,  1991 dollars. 
Socrces: Nolie 8 Associates and Angus McDucald 8 Assmate;. 
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TABLE 9 4  
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING 

PARKS AND RECREAT!ON 

om5191 

UPROO1 Parks and Recrearhm 
Mauer Ploo 

s 5 4 . m  55o.Wo so fso.Oo0 $0 so w w w v) w 

u 7 5 . m  so $0 M so M $4 w 



TABLE 9-4 

PARKS AND RECREATION 
DEVEL.OPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING 

04105191 

M W 1 5  Sadlum fleclrrcsl 6 spixrs S l Z I ' ~  s o w  so do so so SO W so so 
LbghlmQ 

M P W l C  Stadium Re.. Box $44 ow d o s o  so so so so so so so SO 

M P W l ?  Badturn Pathing Lo( Landscaw S B I  ooo w $0 so do so $0 so so so so 

MPROlI  Sadturn Relurt6Dramage S12+OOO )o $0 M 50 SO so so so so so 

d Lioluing 

hPoVemenb 

MPROtO Stadium Addti& ?mmw 182 OOO so ?O SO do $0 53 so so so 30 

MPRO,W K o b  Park Enluge Bleacher &am $25 300 so $0 so $0 so so so $0 so 50 

MpR321 K o b  Park New myOlwnd $25 ooo I0 w w 5c $0 w SQ so so so 
m 
La 

Equipment 

MPROZ? K o l u R r k  Permanent BachUw am I0 $0 so 53 M SO so SO 50 w 
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TABLE 11-4 
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING 

PARKS AND !iE(;REATlON 
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ESTIPATED COSTS AND PHASING 

!mprovenient and land acquisition costs for park; and recreation facilities are 
Jased upon information provided by City staff and the City  Capital Improvement 
’lan. Land costs were asstimed to be 4100,000 per acre. In cases where land 
or parks expansion i s  already owr,ed by the City, the proposed fee program 

“oes not pay or reimburse the City for land costs. 

A number of the projects identified by the City are not attributable to new 
development and more accurately fall into the category o f  maintenance and 
repair. 
allocated to the impact fee fund. 

In Table 9-4 ,  the phasing of construction costs i s  presented only for those 
Parks projects to be funded through the fee program. 
i s  based upon forecasts provided by the City. 
Plan is scheduled early in the program to refine details and cost o f  the 
program. 

Analysis o f  the existing and planned facilities for the corporation yard 
identified that only-a portion of the facilities will serve future growth. 
Based upon building footage, 4 5  percent of the planned corporation yard 
improvements costs are allocated t o  future growth. 

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE 
Relationship o f  Park and Recreation Projects t o  New Development 

The additional park acres t o  be added throughout the program serve only new 
development. 
shows that the added cornunity center space is serving only new development. 

These projects are easily identified because no cost has been 

Phasing of the projects 
The Parks and Recreation Master 

The existing deficiency analysis pres-.nted in Table 9-3 also 

Lr 
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.r I Relationship of Park and Recreation Projects t o  Land Uses 

The RAE schedule for parks and recreation that i s  shown in Table 9-5 
recognized explicitly that, while demand i s  primarily generated by the 
residential population, parks and recreation facilities also serve employees. 
Examples of non-residential demand include lunch time use, company picnics and 
company team participation in sports leagues. 

The RAE schedule was based on the relative amount o f  time available t o  
residents and to employees to make use of park and recreational facilities. 

Recomnended Fees 

The summary Parks and Recreation fee i s  shown i n  Table 9-5. The t o t a l  fee i s  
$11,810 per low density residential acre. 
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TABLE 9-5 i 1 -Apr -91  

SUMMARY OF DEVELOPhlENT IMPACT FEES 
PARKS AND RECREATION 

RAE Fees A c- 

- ___ - -- _____ Unit 'Land _. U s e  Categories __- 

- H ES I5E NTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
Hicjh Density 
East Side Residential 

PLANNED RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
i-(igh Gensity 

COMMERCIAL 
Neighborhood Commercial 
Seneral Commercial 
Downtown Commercial 
Office Commercial 

IN DUSTR f A L  
Light lndtlstrial 
Heavy Industrial 
Industrial Reserve 

Acre 1.co 511,810 
Acre 7.43 S 16,880 
Acre 2.50 $33,040 
Acre 1.10 $1 2,970 

Acre 1.00 S11,810 

Acre 2.80 $33,040 
Acre 1.43 s ~ 6 , m o  

S3.750 P :re 0.32 
Acre 0.32 53,750 
Acre 0.32 $3,750 
Acre 0.54 S6.430 

Acre 0.23 $2,680 
Acre 0.33 s3.990 
.Acre 0.23 52.680 

__ ________ -___ __ 
rJore: Dollar amounts are in January 1, 1991 dollars. 
Sourcas: Noila 8 Assmiares and Angus McDofiaid 8 Associates. 
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GENERAL CITY FACILITIES 
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OVERV I N 

Level o f  Service 

The current  s t a f f ing  level  o f  serv ice  provided by the City o f  Lodi f o r  general  
c i t y  serv ices  (e .g .  C i t y  manager, f inance department) i s  1.25 Full Tine 
Equivalents (FTEs)  per 1,000 persons served. The current  space standard i s  
229 square f e e t  per FTE. These s tacdards were used as the basis  for 
ca lcu la t ing  the percentage of addi t ions t o  City Hall t h a t  would be 
appropriately charged t o  e i t h e r  new o r  ex i s t ing  development. 

While there  i s  not a s t a t ed  level  o f  serv ice  f o r  general c i t y  f a c i l i t i e s  there  
i s  an implied standard based on the cur ren t  leve l  o f  c i t y  employeEs and 
building space per c i t y  employee. The  se rv ice  staildard used t o  examine the 
ex is t ing  def ic ienc ies  f o r  General C i t y  F a c i l i t i e s  includes demands f o r  general 
c i t y  services  generated by bcsiness as  well as  demand by res idents .  

A “Persons Served“ standard i s  ca lcu la ted  by est imat ing the demand o r  use of 
general c i t y  serv ices  by persons associated w i t h  each land use type.  
of determining the use by each u n i t  o f  land developed, as  i s  the procedure 
w i t h  RAE f ac to r s ,  the use for  each land use i s  converted in to  a use per 
person. I n  the  case o f  r e s iden t i a l  land uses t h i s  takes  the form of use per 
res ident ,  and i n  the case o f  non-resident ia?  uses  ‘is a use per employee. 
These use per “per  person served“ f igures  a r e  then normalized around the 
Single Family l a n d  use t o  produce ”Persons Served” fac tors  which are  applied 
to  a forecast  o f  the  t o t a l  number of res idents  arid employees from each land 
use t o  compute the to t a l  persons served from new developments. 

instead 

Exi s t i ng De f i c i eiic i es 

Table 10-1  presents  the r e s u l t s  o f  the  ex is t ing  def ic iency ana lys i s .  I n  the 
case o f  the C i t y  Hall addi t ion ,  both the s t a f f i n g  standard and the space 
standard art? increased over the planning period. A s  a r e s u l t ,  a portion 
(27.8%) o f  the addi t ion can not be funded from development impact fees .  

PLANNED GENERAL CITY FACILITIES 

I n  ‘fable 10-2, a l i s t i n g  of  General City F a c i l i t i e s  Projects  i s  provided. 
Included in the listing are those capital improvements and expenditures 
identified by City Department heads  in their budget forecasts f o r  2006/7. 

ESTINATED COST AND PHASING 

A summary o f  the  phasing 3 f  projec ts  funded by the fee p r o g r a m  i s  prcvided i n  
Table 10-2 .  P h a L i n g  o f  the pro jec ts  i s  based u p o n  the forecast  o f  uni t s  
constructed over the General Plan period. 



TABLE 10-1 
EXISTING DEFIClENClES ANALYSIS 

C1TY HALL FACILtTIES 

04/C5/91 

_--______ - - - ~ -  
Change End 

Current 1989190- State 
Units 1989190 2007108 2007108 

__-__I_- 

Administration 
Finance(w/o Purchasing) 
Purchasing (FT) 
Purchasing (PT) 

Data Processing 
Building (CDD) 
Planning (0) 
Public Works 

Persons 
Persons 
Persons 
Persons 
Persons 
Persons 
Persons 
Persons 

13 
28 

5 
1 
5 
6 
5 

19 

8 
14 
3 

-1 
13 
5 
4 
9 

21 
42 

8 
0 
18 
1 1  
9 

25 

___--- 
137 1 
A 

82 55 . --- [Totals: 

-----End] 
- 

FTE Change 

i 
2007108 __- -2 

Conversion Current 1989i9C State 
2007108 Units (1) Faclor 1989190 - _ _ ~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ~ -  _ _ _ _ - ~  

Administi ation 
Finance(wl0 Purchasing) 
Purchasicg (FT) 
Purchasing (PT) 

Data P:ocessing 
Building (CDD) 
Planning (CDD) 
Public Works 

FTE 
FTE 
F r E  
FTE 
F rE  
FTE 
FTE 
FTE 

1 0 W o  
1 o w 0  

100% 
50Yo 

lOO~/o 
1 oovo 
1 ooo/o 
100% 

13.0 
28.0 
5.0 
0.5 
5.0 
6.0 
5.0 
19.0 

8.0 
14.0 
3.0 

-0.5 
13.0 
5.0 
4.0 
9.0 

21 .o 
42.0 
8.0 
0.0 

18.0 
11.0 
9.0 
28.0 

__--___--- 
[ T z U n  its 81.5 55.5 137.0 
1 Building Area Square Feet 18657.0 14448.0 331 05.0 
Total Persons Served 63676.0 29320.0 92996.0 
S:affing Standard: 

‘ S p c e  Standard: 

i 

I FTE’s per 1,000 Person’s Served 1.28 0.19 1.47 

1 Area Pe; Employee (FTE) 228.92 12.72 231.64 

9 0 



TABLE 10-1 
(Cont.) 

SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 
CITY HALL FACILITIES 

______ - 
I Future 1 7- ____ 

Existing Future 

92,996 GEN€RAL GOVERNMENT PERSONS SERVED 63.676 29,320 

SERV!CE CAPACI'N 
General Goverfiment Employees (Full 
Time Equivalent (FTEs)) 
General Government Guildings (Sq. Ft.) 

SERVICE STANDARD 
Current Service Standard: 
General Government Employees Per 
: ,000 Persons Served 

Building Sq. Ft. Per Employee 
Target Service Standard 

General Government Employees Per 
i ,000 Persons Served 

Building Sq. Ft. Per Employee 

81 -5 

18.657 

55.5 

1 4,448 

137.0 

33.105 

AD5ITIONAL SERVICE CAPACITY REQUIRED 
Additional Employees (Fuli Tims 12.3 
Equivalent (RE)) 

Additional Building Area (Sq. Ft.) 
For Exisring Employees 1,037 
For New Employees 2,974 

? .3 

228.9 

1.5 

241 6 

43.2 

10,437 

55.5 

1,037 
13.41 1 

c 
'Tots--- ~ 

1 Burden on New and Existing Development 27.0% 72.2% 100 ow 
13,448 1 
-7 

15,437 

[Cost of New Facilities $1,171 .f70 $3,043,230 

-____ - 4,011 ---- 

Source Ndts 6 A s ~ t a t e s  and Angus McDonald & Associates 



TAD( E 10 - 2 G 4 l O Y B I  

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING 
GENERAL CITY FP.CILITIES 
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DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FE€ 

Relationship o f  General City Projects to New Development 

The relationship between existing deficiencies, changing servicz standards and 
demand created by new development was presented i n  Table 10-1. This exhibit 
was used t o  a1 1 ocate responsi bi 1 i ty f o r  financing between Devel oprnent Impact 
Fees and other sources o f  financing. 

Relationship o f  General City Projects tc Lard Uses 

The RAE schedule that has been developed for general City facilities i s  shown 
in Table 10-3. This schedule is based on an estimate o f  relative population 
and employment (measured i n  persons per household and i n  employees per 
thousand square feet, respectively) and on the judgment that employees place a 
relative burden on general City administrative facilities that i s  50 percent 
o f  that imposed by residents. 

, -  

Recomnended Fees 

The summary General City Facilities fee i s  shown in Table  10-3. The total fee  
i s  $6,370 per low density residential acre. 
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TABLE 10-3 
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

GENERAL CITY FACILJTIES 

RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density 
hledium Density 
High Density 
East Side Residential 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

PLANNED RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density Acre 
Medium Density Acre 
High Denski  Acre 

COMMERCIAL_ 
Neighborhood Commercial 
General Comrneccial 
Downtown Commercial 
Office Commercial 

- INDUSTRIAL 
Light Industrial 
Heavy Industrial 
Industrial Reserve 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

7 .ou 56,370 
1.43 s9.100 
2.80 S t  7,8! 0 
1.10 S6.990 

S6.370 1 .G3 
1.43 s9.100 
2. a0 S17,810 

5.89 S5,700 
0.89 93,700 
0.89 S5.790 
1.53 $9.760 

0.64 S4,070 
0.93 S5.890 
3.64 $4.070 

- -_- 
Ncte: Dollar amounts are in January 1, 1991 dollars. 
Sources: Nolte & Associates and Angus McDonald & Associa:es. 



APPENDIX A 

FORECAST OF MAPPED ACREAGE FOR 
PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN 
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TARLE A - 1  

GENERAi. PLAN ACREAGE GROWTH FORECAST 
CITY OF COD1 PUBLIC FACILITIES FINANCING P U N  

E x  i s  t ing E I i s t  ing 
As O f  As OF 1997/38- 2002/03- Total Total 

Land Use Categories Units 1987/8A 1989/90 1990/9l 1931/92 1992/93 1993194 1994/95 1995/96 !936/97 2001/02 2006/07 Forecast 2006i07 
~~ ~ 

RESIDENTIAL 

Law Density Acres 7 . E 5  2 . 2 3 1  5 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 2 . 2 4 4  
Hedrum Density Acres : 59 153 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 194 
High Density Acres 1E2 157 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $ 171 
East S i d r  Residentral Acres 0 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 7 

PLAHNEO RESIDENT I kl 

PR - Low Density Acres G 0 95 17 51 52 52 52 52 289 325 1047 104; 
Pa - Wedim 0-nsity Acres 0 iJ 0 5 3 3 3 3 3 19 21 61 67 
PR - High Densrty Acres 0 0 8 b 4 4 4 4 4 23 26 83 83 

Tota l  R e s r d e n t i a l  2.405 2,595 I ? ?  H I  61 69 10 60 60 342 395 1.257 3.852 

COWEACIPL 

Ne ighbsrbwd Acres 149 I55 13 I I  3 3 3 3 3 21 21  83 2313 
Acres 153 195 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 I 197 

Down t arn Arres 15 7 2  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 3 22 
O f f  ice ALrrs 65 86 0 0 1 1 I 1 1 2 2 I) 95 

General 

a 4 4 4 5 T o t a l  Carmereid! $72 d 5 9  13 I .5 23 23 93 552 

INDUSTRIAL 

L ight Ind.isf r ia 1 hircs 72 1 ZE3 4 3 3 4 d 4 26 32 85 348 
Heav j  Industrid1 Acres 333 13: 3 4 L 3 3 3 3 20 ? 5  66 558 
Industrial Resew? Acres 0 0 ? I  z f, 13 I7 21 21 21 I28 158 425 426 

Total Industrial 553 755 29 3 5  I ?  23 29 79 29 174 214 573 1.333 

Swrc?.  C i t y  of  LOO,  Pub l ic  Works Department 
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MEMORANDUM, City of Lodi , Pub1 ic Works Department 

TO : City Council 
City Manager 

FROM : Public Works Director 

DATE : June 20, 1991 

SUBJECT: Development Impact Fees - Public Hearing Questions and Responses 

Following are responses to questions raised at the May 28 Development 
Impact Fee public hearing. The questions are paraphrased from the tape o f  
the meeting. Some additional discussion is provided at the end of the 
memo. 

1. What is the "Value" of existing Parks and Recreation Department in 
$/Acre for the existing City compared t o  the new fees? (Terry Piazza)- 

Since the "existing standard" 3s defined is the same 2s that used for 
calculating the fee, the "value" would be the same if replacement 
value of existing facilities was used. 
facilities took into account the existing inventory shown in Table 
9-2 on Page 80 of the study. Thus, the new park facilities are 
comparable to existing facilities. Explicitly answering the question 
would require a more detailed inventory and additional estimates; 
both requiring significant staff time and consultant expense. 

Sewer RAE schedule appears inconsistent with Design Standards and 
Water RAE (Steve Pechin) - 
The Design Standards, while based on the various Master Plans, were 
written to cover the design of facilities w,thin a development 
proi2c.t. 
directly from t h e  engineering consultants who worked on the General 
Plan. 
more c o n s e r v a t i v e  i n  the Design  S t a n d a r d s ;  thus, comparing the RAE 
schedule t o  the Design Standards will not provide consistent 
results. 

The estimate for future park 

2. 

The impact fee study relied on city-wide f:ow data taken 

The unit flow factors are not necessarily the same and are 

However, in reviewing this issue, the consultant found discrepancies 
in both the Water and Sewer RAE schedules. The schedules have been 
recalculated as follows: 

MCC9101/TXTW. 02M 
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City Council 
June 20, 1991 
Page 2 

Category 

- Residential 
Low Density 
Red i tim Dens i t y  
High Density 
East Side 
PR-LO 
PR-MD 
PR-HD 

Commerc i a 1 
Neiqhborhood 
General 
Cowntowr, 
Office 

Tndustri a1 
L i g h t  
Heavy 

Water RAE Sewer RAE 

1.00 1 .GO 
1.96* l . 9 6 *  
3.49* 3.49* 
1 .oo 1 .oo 
1-00 1.00 
1.96* 1.96* 
3.49* 3.49* 

0.64 0.94 (was 1.25) 
0.64 0.94 (was 1.25) 
0.64 0.94 (was 1.25) 
0.64 0.94 (was 1.25) 

0.26 (was 0.92) 0.42 (was 0.33) 
0.26 ( w a s  0.92 0.42 (was 0.33) 

+Original figure was rounded t o  nearest  0.1; used nearest  0.01 t o  
be  consis tent  with o ther  ca tegor ies  

3.  Storm Drain RAE schedule appears incons is ten t  w i t h  Design Standards 
and Water and  Sewer R A E ' S  (Steve Pechin) - 
The storm drain r e l a t i v e  f ac to r s  a re  t h e  same as  those present ly  i n  
e f f ec t .  They were determined by the City i n  1988 a s  pa r t  of the 
update of the Master Storm Drain System Master Plan and Fee Program. 
P.n analysis  was done on the  t o t a l  cost o f  providing t r u n k  l i n e s ,  
b a s i n s  and pumping f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  r e s iden t i a l  versus commercial 
development. The Design Standards only a d d r e s s  runoff ca lcu la t ions .  
While i t  could be argued t h a t  a more ref ined breakdown is possible  
( f o r  example, comerc ia i  versus i n d u s t r i a l ) ,  the cos t  d i f fe rence  
would be less the difference impl ied  by the Design Standards which i s  
only 13%. 

Incidental ly ,  the storm d r a i n  fees  need t o  be recalcwlated due t o  
land use changes i n  the adopted General Plan and t h e  omission o f  two 
exis t ing storm drain reimbursement agreements t h a t  a r e  t o  be p a i d  out 
of the impact fee  fund. 

4 .  How does additional water system revenue from metering a f f e c t  the fee  
program? (Steve Pechin) - 
Presumably, water ra tes  wi l l  be s e t  t o  cover maintenance, 
replacements and contr ibut ions t o  general fund and no new capi ta l  
f a c i l i t i e s .  O f  course, actual  water r a t e s  a re  s e t  by the City 
Ccuncil. To the extent  water conservation frcm metering reduces the 
need f o r  addi t ional  wel l s ,  fu tu re  updates of the General Plan and 
Water Master Plan would reduce the number o f  new wells  needed. Then 
the fee  could go down. 
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5. What is  the e f fec  of removing Lodi Lake from the ca.:ulation on 
ex is t ing  park standard? (Steve Pechin) - 
The lake i t s e l f  accounts fo r  35 acres  of the 101 acres  of Lodi Lake 
P a r k  included i n  the ex is t ing  standard.  
ex is t ing  standard and reducing the new p a r k  acreage t o  match the 
ex is t ing  standard will  reduce the fee.  T h e  exact reduction amount 
wi l l  depend on the r e su l t s  of the cash flow ana lys is .  
average cos t  of new parks, Table 1 presents the approximate e f f e c t  of 
reducing the acreages as  shown. 

Question using S100,OOO per acre  as value f o r  land acquis i t ion  (Steve 
Pechin, Dennis Bennett, J e f f  Ki rs t ,  CoLlncil) - 
Based on comments from other  developers, s t a f f  f e e l s  the S100,OOO 
f igure  i s  reasonable considering the City wi l l  have t o  have 
appra isa l s  done and pay prevai l ing market r a t e s  a t  the  time of 
purchase. This actior! wil l  occur nearer t o  development time, t h u s  
land wil l  be more expensive t h a n  land purchased years ago on 
speculation. 

Eliminating acreage from the 

Based on the 

6. 

7. I n  computing the area of ex is t ing  community bui ldings,  were leased 
f a c i l i t i e s  included and how does i t  a f f e c t  the  program; is  there  a 
l i s t  of the existing f a c i l i t i e s ?  (Steve Pechin, J e f f  Kirst) - 
The  f a c i l i t i e s  used i n  determining the ex js t ing  standard are:  

Hutchins S t r e e t  Square Cafeter ia  6,400 SF 
Camp Hutchins Room 6,000 SF 
Hutchins S t r e e t  Square North Complex 19,600 SF 
Hutchins S t r e e t  Square Pool Area 5,400 SF 
Hutchins Street Square Fine Arts Building 8,700 SF 
Recreation Annex, North Stockton S t r e e t  3,500 SF leased 
Kofu Park Building 1,800 SF 
Lee Jones Building ( @  Legion P a r k )  900 SF 
Grape Festival Pavilion 32,000 SF leased* 
Grape Festival Chablis Hall 9,600 SF leased 
Recreation Office Meeting Room 

(use of indoor school f a c i l i t i e s  not included) 
*Pavilion only ava i lab le  5f months/year 

900 SF 
94,8@0 SF' Total 

T h i s  square footage was used in de temining  the amount and cos t  o f  
new community buildings (44,100 SF @ SlOO/SF = S4,410,000). 
th is  square footage has a s imi la r  e f f e c t  on the fee  a s  reducfng  park 
acreage, although the amounts a re  smaller.  
approximate a1 te rna t ives .  

the program? (Steve Pechin) - 

Reducing 

See Table 1 fo r  some 

3. Were revenues f rom rent ing/?easing community buildings included i n  

Nc, C i t y  policy i n  s e t t i ng  rental  r a t e s  i s  t o  attempt t o  recover 
operating expenses only. 



City Council 
June 20, 1991 
Page 4 

9. Pol ice  R A E ' S  the land use i s  not as  important a fac tor  as  the area o f  
town (Steve Pechin) - 
Possibly,  b u t  t h i s  i s  not accounted f o r  i n  the methodology and  i t  
would probably not be legal t o  do so. 

Residential  impact fee  comparison - Tracy i s  going down, Ga l t ' s  
f igure  i s  only f o r  cer ta in  par t s  of town a n d  include Mello-Roos 
f igu res ,  a l so  the comparisons a re  d i s to r t ed ,  misleading a n d  
inaccurate  (Dencis Bennett) - 

10. 

Tracy 's  storm drain fee has been reduced from 95,204 t o  94,564, 
however, many of the  other  categories  have gone up .  The t o t a l  of 
$23,116 shown i n  the comparison i s  now 423,661. We have a?so  been 
informed t h a t  a s u i t  i s  being f i l e d  over Tracy's fees .  

Based on correspondence from Bennett and Compton, the C i ty ' s  
comparison i s  accurate except i n  two categories:  

Water - Depending on the area b e i n g  developed, the fee  i s  $950 
instead of $1,800. 

NE Area - These fees  were establ ished t o  reduce the Mello-Roos 
bond payments. They are  used f o r  capi ta l  f a c i l i t i e s  including 
the types of f a c i l i t i e s  in  Lodi's proposed program, a n d  i n  our 
mind  f i t  the def in i t ion  of an impact fee.  

Their l e t t e r  provided the following fee  examples: 

1,331 SF home i n  NE area: 
1,250 SF home not i n  ME area: 

The City comparison showed $12,677 f o r  a 2,000 SF hame. G 
wide var ia t ion  i n  fee  programs and s i tua t ions ,  we fee l  the 
i s  s u f f i c i e n t l y  accurate f o r  the purpose in tended .  

$12,623.54 
$ 8,763.20 

ven the 
Comparison 

so would The fee  comparisons were not intended t o  be precise.  Doir! 
r e q u i r e  a spec i f i c  project  d e s i g n  i n  a spec i f ic  area for e ch c i t y .  
The proposed City of Lodi fees  a re  based on providing the f a c i l i t i e s  
listed for the General Plan service area. The City Council may, as a 
mat ter  of policy,  reduce t h e  fees  i n  arder  t o  be "competitive". 
However, this w i l l  t r ans fe r  t o  burden  t o  the General Fund and/or 
U t i l i t y  Funds. As discussed a t  the public hearing, a r b i t r a r i l y  
ad jus t ing  the fees  opens the City t o  l ega l  challenge. 
fees  can be done by: 

1) 

Reducing the 

Lowering the service standard and  eliminating projects  - This 
would uniformly reduce the fee  i n  each ldnd use category f o r  the 
reduced standard fee category ( i . e . ,  Police,  F i re ,  e t c . ) .  

Reduce the fee  per R A E  in  any o r  a l l  o f  the fee categories  - T h i s  
would require subsidies  from other  City f u n d s  i n  order t o  
maintain the service standard o r  would mean deferr ing 01' 
e l iminat ing pro jec ts ,  i n  e f f e c t  reducing the level of se rv ice .  

2 )  

MCC5101/TXTW.O2M 
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11. 

12 .  

13. 

14. 

3 )  Directly subsidize land use categories  (such as l o w  income 
housing) by paying a l l  o r  a portion of the fee o u t  of the General 
Fund or  o ther  City funds. 

Fee co l lec t ion  a t  Final Map versus Building Permit stage (Dennis 
aennet t )  - 
Later co l lec t ion  wil l  increa ie  fees  and  c rea te  much more 
adminis t ra t ive b u r d e n ,  i . e . ,  b i l l i n g  and  tracking every parcel versus 
one map. 
mean reca lcu la t ing  to  a square footage basis  for  
comerc ia l / i ndus t r i a l  anu presumably per dwelling u n i t  for  
res ident ia l .  
a t  building permit. 

Parks standard d i s to r t ed  espec ia l ly  considering Lodi Lake a n d  CJchool 
acreage, need more analysis  (Dennis Bennett) - 
The standard i s  a policy decis ion;  the d a t a  i s  there f o r  Council t o  
decide. 
will  more prec ise ly  def ine the nature of the new parks, improvements 
t o  be included, e t c .  S t a f f  suggests t h a t  i s  the time to  do more 
analysis  and f ine- tune the fee program. 

School acreage was not inclilded i n  the ex is t ing  standard nor included 
in fu ture  addi t ions s ince the City has no control over e i t h e r  
s i  tua ti  on. 

Changing t o  co l l ec t ing  a l l  fees  a t  bui!dina permit would 

We could s p l i t  w i t h  some categories  a t  map and o thers  
We already c o l l e c t  storm drain fees  a t  map s tage 

The f i r s t  Pa rks  p ro jec t  i s  a new Parks Master Plan which 

Need more ana lys i s  on General City F a c i l i t i e s  Fees (Dennis Bennett) - 
A g a i n ,  t h i s  i s  a policy decision on the Council 's  p a r t  as t o  what 
projects  should be paid out of fees versus the general fund o r  simply 
deleted.  A l l  the City F a c i l i t i e s  included a r e  ceeded t o  accciiimodate 
growth. 

Effect on house pr ice  o f  borrowing money to  pay fees  a t  Final Map 
s tage (Dennis Bennett) - 
The impact fees  for  a single-family subdivision a t  5 l o t s  per acre  
t o t a l  $7,634 per l o t .  
cos t  t o  be passed on the home buyer i s  approximately $1,700 p l u s  
whatever the developer and  bui lder  mark u p  t h e i r  cos ts .  
numbers a re  comparable t o  a r e a l t o r ' s  fee  on a $150,000 sa l e  ( S 9 , O O O  
la 6%) .  

A t  15% i n t e r e s t  f o r  18 months, the addi t ional  

These 

This i s  over-estimated however, s ince i t  includes the time spent 
building the house. 
s t i l l  6 months' o r  so i n t e r e s t  while the house i s  being b u i l t .  I n  
col lec t ing  a t  the l a t e r  stage, the f ee  will  have t o  be approximately 
4% higher to  account fo r  the loss  o f  i n t e r e s t  revenue in the fee 
program. 
approximately 4800 plus niarkup. 
grcwth managemfit program, we Nil1 not see excessive numbers of l o t s  

I n  co l l ec t ing  a t  building permit s tage ,  there  i s  

These two fac tors  would reduce the addi t ional  amcunt t o  
We a l s o  would assirme t h a t  w i t h  the 

M C  C 0 1 0 1 / T X T W . 0 21.1 
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15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

mapped so there  should be a sho r t e r  time between map f i l i n g  and home 
construct ion.  

Lodi 's  proposed Park standard i s  3.4 acres  per 1,000 persons served. 
What i s  the parks standard f o r  other  agencies (Council) - 

Stockton - 3 acres  per 1,000 res idents  (considering 
conierc i a:/ i n d u s  t r i  a1 impact) 

Ddv i s  - standard i s  area/dis tance based 

Tracy - 3.5 acres  per 1,000 res idents  

Manteca - 5 acres  per 1,OCO res idents  

Woodland ( d r a f t )  - 3.2 acres  per 1,000 persons served plus addi t iona l  
standards f o r  fac i  1 i t i e s  a n d  regional parks 

2lationshiplmethodology between Commercial land use a n d  Pol i c e ,  Fire 
and General City F a c i l i t i e s  and s a l e s  tax revenue (William Mitchel l )  - 
No c r e d i t  was offered f o r  po ten t ia l  s a l e s  tax revenue. These sources 
don ' t  even pay fo r  Pol ice ,  Fire, and Parks and Recreation operat ions,  
l e t  alone new capi ta l  f a c i l i t i e s .  

Cifference/relat ionship between commercial fees  ( e spec ia l ly  s t r e e t s )  
based on per acre  basis  versus per 1,000 SF of building area (William 
Mitchell)  - 
The basic decisions to  use General Plan land use categories  t o  keep 
the fee  program simple and t o  c o l l e c t  a t  map s tage means t h a t  acreage 
must be used s ince  spec i f i c  pro jec t  plans a r e  not ava i lab le  t h e n .  
T h i s  a l so  evens out small d i f fe rences  i n  land use and i s  much simpler 
t o  administer (fewer arguments over t r i p  r a t e s  f o r  spec i f i c  types o f  
land use nor worrying about minor changes i n  land use) .  G i v e n  th i s ,  
there  w i l l  always be a t  l e a s t  50% of the pro jec ts  who f ee l  they are 
below the average and should get a fee reduction. 
done, b u t  only i f  we charge the o ther  50% a h i g h e r  fee .  

That could be 

GIhy have para l le l  water mains on c e r t a i n  s t r e e t s ?  (Council) - 
T h i s  i s  done on major s t r e e t s  and provides better serv ice  to  w h a t  a r e  
usually large parcels needing many f i r e  services .  I t  reduces the 
need t o  cross  the major s t r e e t  repeatedly which is  expensive s ince 
such crossings a re  usual ly  bored r a the r  than open cut .  

Police "ex is t ing  persons served'' i s  80,207 per Table 7-1 .  Th is  seems 
high. (Council) - 
The number includes a n  accounting of res idents  and employees based on 
the various General P l a n  documents. I t  i s  cons is ten t ly  used i n  the 
ex is t ing  land use and pro jec t  land use,  although i t  i s  recalculated 
separately f o r  each fee category. 



City Council 
June 20, 1991 
Page 7 

20. T h e  addi t ional  number cf f i r e f i g h t e r s  appears to  be more t h a n  tha t  
needed f o r  the new s t a t ion .  

The projects/equipment shown on Table 8-1 a re  per the Fire  Long Range 
Plan which includes:  

Is i t  "top heavy"? (Council) - 

O A 4-person "quint" (combined truck/engine) a t  the new Sta t ion  4 ,  

O Adding a f i r e f i g h t e r  t o  the e a s t  s ide  truck company 
O Adding 2 f i r e  inspectors 
O Adding 1 public education s p e c i a l i s t  
' Adding 1 hazardous mater ia ls  s p e c i a l i s t  

All a r e  f i r e f i g h t i n g  personnel. 
which equipment cos ts  only a re  included. 

a few years  (Council) - 
The col lec t ion  of fees  fo r  fu ture  pro jec ts  i s  in compliance w i t h  
S t a t e  law g iven  tha t  we have a long-range Capital Improvement Program. 

Parks and Recreation, Page 78, Paragraph 2 says 770 SF i s  the 
ex i s t ing  building standard (Council) - 

That i s  a typographical e r ro r ;  the co r rec t  f igure  i s  1,800 SF. 

I f  a se rv ice  club o r  pr iva te  dorlation bui lds  a park improvement, what 
happens t o  the fee? (Counci I ) - 
When a pro jec t  included i n  the fee  program i s  funded from another 
source, the cos t  es t imate  would be changed a t  the n e x t  f ee  program 
update along w i t h  any other  changes and/or cos t  increases;  t h u s  the 
to ta l  fee  would be adjusted accordingly. 

which includes 1 captain (mid-management) 

T h i s  i s  J to ta l  of 23 posi t ions f o r  

21. We a re  co l lec t ing  fees  fo r  a f i r e  s t a t i o n  t h a t  wi l l  not be b u i l t  f o r  

22. 

23. 

24. Why don' t  we reimburse the City f o r  the cos t  o f  land already 
purchased? (Council) - 
T h a t  could be done. However, then the land could n o t  be counted as 
par t  o f  the ex is t ing  standard. 
portion of Pixley Park (C-Basin) was counted i n  the existing 
standard. I t  could be removed from the standard and included in  new 
p a r k s .  In some spec i f i c  cases (such as  the rest of C-Sasin), the 
undeveloped land was purchased w i t h  impact fee  (Master Storm Drain) 
funds so i t  would not be appropriate t o  "buy" i t  again. In other  
cases,  such as  the 13-acre Lodi Lake Park expansion, the land was 
acquired many years  ago (more than 10) a n d  i t  would be d i f f i c u l t  t o  
determine the purchase terms a n d  conditions.  I n  the case of s t r e e t s  
where we included recent widening pro jec ts ,  the cos t  of land 
(Right-of-way acau i s i t i on )  was included. We would include some 
allowance fo r  park ' land already owned i f  Council so des i res  a n d  City 
provides spec i f i c  d i r ec t ion .  This wculd o f  course increase t h e  fee .  
An example i s  shown i n  Table 1. 

For example, the semi-developed 
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25. Why i s  the level of service standard for  City Hall being increased 
per Page 91, Table 10-1? (Council) - 
The analysis fo r  C i t y  Hall r e f l ec t s  t h a t  f ac t  that the existing 
building i s  overcrowded, t h u s  the total  cost o f  the project cannot be 
placed on new development. The term "level of service standard" in 
this  case i s  misleading since i t  is  a statement of existing 
conditions, not  a desired level of space allocation. The future 
total  i s  based on the ?resent p l z n s  for  the expansion of the building 
and matches the projections of City Hal1 personnel increases 
throughout the l i f e  of the General Plan. 

Additional Discussion 

Although there were no specific questicns, the issue of '!affordaS:e 
housing" was discussed. This issue involves much more t h a n  j u s t  impact 
fees and  includes land prices,  construction costs,  
prof i t  margins and "the 1YarKet". However, the foi 
addresses impact fees. 

Certainly anything that  increases expenses to  deve 
the potential of increzsing the f inal  s a l e  price. 
ultimately pays" i s  not c l ea r  and depends on many 
According t o  the latest information s t a f f  received 

in t e re s t  charges, 
owing discussion just 

opers and builders has 
The issue o f  "who 
ocal factors. 
a t  a recent seminar on 

impact fees, there have beer! very f e w  rigorous studies t h a t  attempt t o  
answer th i s  qicestion. 
i t  i s  " t r iv i a l "  when compared against increases due t o  other factors. 

These few indicate t h a t  while there i s  an increase, 

T h i s  seminar included some discussion on the "impact" o f  impact fees. 
suggestions on offsett ing t h e i r  impact are  attached as Exhibit A. 
the City's 2% Growth Management Plan, some of these suggestions are n o t  
possible. 
i n  the approval process. 
require a much more active role by the City in the area of housing 
programs. 
contract b a s i s ,  by a consultant, 0;- by new City s t a f f .  

Ten 
Given 

Ncte t h a t  No. 7 suggests fees be charged as early as possible 

Such programs could be handled by other public agencies OR a 

Numbers 9 and 10 and similar alternatives would 

_I Recomnendation/Action 

A t  this point, s t a f f  needs Council direction on how t o  proceed with the 
Development Impact Fee Prcgram in order t o  complete the enabling ordinance 
and implementing resolution. 
recalculated anyway because c f  the changes i n  the f inal  adopted General 
P l a n  and the Water and  Sewer RAE factor  changes. 
started with revenue and expenses in f i s ca l  year 1990/91. 
program will n o t  s t a r t  then. 
possible; the City cannot co l l ec t  any of i t s  county-wide 1/2C sales t a x  
(Measure K )  allocations u n t i l  we have a t r a f f i c  fee in place. 

The d ra f t  fees a s  presented need to be 

Also, the calculations 
Obviously, the 

We do wish to proceed a s  quickly as 

Council decisions are needed 0 n  the following issues t h a t  have been raised 
which will also affect  the fee calculation: 
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1. 

2 .  

3 .  

R A E  Schedules - I n  addition to  the water and  sewer changes, i f  the 
Council has questions/concerns on other schedules (such as Parks ;ind 
Recreation and comerc ia l l indus t r ia l  land use) ,  these should  be 
resol ved. 

Projects/Standards - A decision should be made or1 the project l i s t  
and  standards used, especially i n  Parks and Recreation where the most 
questions were raised; a l so  the l a n d  value f igu re  should be agreed 
upon. 

Fee Coilection - The issue of collecting a t  Final Map versus Building 
Permit i s  c r i t i c a l .  
recommend changing the resifiential  acre equivalent factors (RAE'S) t o  
a dwelling un 

I n  changing t o  building permit, s t a f f  would 

and 1,000 SF commercial/industrial basis. /3 

JLR/RCP/rnt  

cc: Concerned Citizens 
Nolte and  Associates 
McDonald and Associates 
Assistant City Engineer 
Department Heads 

MCC9101/TXTIJ.O2M 
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Table 1 

WPR0XIf”ATE PARKS PhU PJCREATION IMPACT FEE REVISIONS 

”his  ti ng” Future Cost o f  Fee Diff. 

Addi tiom 
Standard ,Witions Future per WE 

Parks 

With Lodi Lake 177.8 Ac 83.0 Ac 912,991,000* $11,810 
M c t  Lake 35 Acres 142.8 Ac 56.7 k $lO,W,O (approx.) $10,210 -51,600 
Deduct !Xi% o f  Lake 35 B.cm 160.3 Ac 74.8 Ac $11,71O,oCO (approx.) Sll,ocX, -9 810 

-- 

Camunity Buildinqs_ 

With A l l  Fxilities !24,830 SF 4,lCKl SF S 4,410,cxx) $11,810 -- 
Lkcfuct All Leased Facilities 49,700 SF 23,lM SF 5 2,312,Oo) (approx,) Sl0,490 -S1,320 
Prorate Pavilion SF 77,470 SF 36,040 SF 5 3,604,000 (approx.) $11,310 -5 500 

Land Reintxlrsmt 

Lodi Lake 13 Acre Expansion - 

m t e r  Plan, Camunity Buildings, and miscellaneous projects subtatal 55,749,W for $l8,7$o,W total prcgran 

i 

MCC9101/TXTW .02M 
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I Exhibit A 1 

Qffsettine the ImDaCts of Imunct Fees 

Comerlv (1988) argues that irnpact fees are simply bad policy because of their 
tendency to force higher prices and thereby displace lower- and middle-income house- 
holds. Huffman, Nelson. Smith, and Stegman (1988) warn that impact fees may displace 
development to areas that may be less able cope with that development. They also warn 
of fiscal effects. The problem is that public officials have not generally come to grips with 
these or other effects of impact fees. Where impact fees are relatively small, however as 
they Stem to be at the present time in most communities assessing them - any impact of 
impact fees will be practically meaningless. 

Nevertheless, where communities are concerned about prospective adverse impacts 
of impact fees, they may pursue any of several mitigating policies (Weitz, 1984). The aim 
of such policies is to shift as much of the burden back to owners of vacant land as 
possible, soften the magnitude of impact fee effects on housing prices by encouraging 
greater land u e  intensity, and distribute the remaining burden among tenants of new 
development and developers so that 30 party is burdened with the whole impact. What 
exactly are those policies? Ten are suggested here. 

1. Assure that long-range communitj plans adequately foresee future development 
demand by nroviding enough land for that development, That land must be 
provided with suitable infrastructure. Tbese efforts will keep the land market fiom 
internalizing supply shortages attributable solely to unserviced land. 

2 Give adequate advance notice to developers of impending ispact fees. This may 
be done through public hearings and delayed effective dates. The objective is to 
give developers enough time to negotiate more favorable land purchase prices. 

Tailor impact fees to the effects that specific developments will have: on com- 
munities. Fixed fees fad to account for projects have relatively higher impacts 
because of their location in more congested areas. Setting fees by service area of 
facilities is one workable solution. 

3. 

4. Attempt to provide a competitive market. In a tight market where demand for 
developable land exceeds supply in the short term, pubIic officials might allow 
greater development density (where facilities can accommodate it), or allow 
annexations. 

5. Assure consistent land use practices. When landowners perceive that zoning or 
planning changes are easily acquired, they will force developers to pay prices 
reflecting those expectations. Communities should hold fun; to land use designa- 
pions. 

6. Many communities under-assess vacant land or exrend it certain open space tax 
preferences. Such practices subsidize speculative behavior. allow fandowners to 
hold land for longer periods, and enable landowners to demand higtler prices than 
the market would otherulise justify. They should be reconsidered. 

80 
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c 7. Assess impact fees at the stage in the development process that can have the least 
impact on prices. Consideration might be given to assessing the fees upon approval 
of a project. This has the effect of forcing developers to internalize the fee as a 
cost before s e b g  land to builders. It should encourage developers to negotiate 
lower land prices. 

As a practical matter, the farther along in the development process the fee k 
assessed, the more likely it wiiI passed along to buyers. Assessing the fee at the building 
permit stage has the advantage of raising revenue approximately when the impact is felt 
while keeping the 'fee relatively far away from buyers. Assessing fees upon completion or 
explicitly shifting fees to buyers will not put downward pressure on sellers of vacant, 
buildable land and will instead guarantee forward Iinkage of the fee. 

8. Communities should consider more flexible use of local improvement districts. If 
communhies can extend to new development lower borrowing rates and allow 
repayment of the fee over a long period of time, the potentially adverse effects of 
impact fees may be greatly reduced. 

9. Communities should aggressively pursue sub5idized housing programs offered by 
the federal and state govemments. COMerly (1988), for example, calculates that 
the impact fee burden on lower-income households can be nearly completely 
eliminated by use of federal low income housing tax credits. 

Some commu-ties pay the impact fee €or lower- and middle-income housing from 
the general fund or other sources. This has many attractive features. First, there 
is little adverse impact on the construction of affordable housing. Second, the 
impact fee revenues are in fact raised and put into necessary, earmarked accounts 
€or use by specific facilities. Third, it is the community at-large that subsidizes such 
housing with payment of the fees. Loveland, Colorado, and Broward County, 
Florida, are among communities that do this. 

10. 

Communities should consider an impact fee mitigation policy package compised of the 
combination of those policies that tcgether show the greatest promise for offsetting the 
impacts of impact fees. 

t 
Source: "A Practi t ioner 's  Guide t o  Development Impact Fees" by 

James C .  N i  cholas , A r t h u r  C .  Nelson, Jul i a n  Juergensmeyer 

Course notebook from 1991 seminar on Cevelopment Impact Fees 
81 



CITY 8% LOQl 
PUBLIC 'vVORKS DEPARTMENT 

$10.780 
$19,200 

53,520 
$3,520 
$3,520 
$3,520 

I Service Charge Schedule 

1.96 $2.120 
3.49 53.770 

0.54 51.020 
0.94 $1,020 
0.94 51.020 
0.94 51,020 

RAE = Residential Acre Equivalent 6120/91 
h d  Use Category 

lasidencal 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Dencity 
East Side Resicfenrid 
Planned Low Density 
Planned Med. Dsndty 
Planned High Density 

:ommercial 
Neighborhood 
General 
Downtown 
Office 
dustrid 
tight 
H O W  

:esidential 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 
E n a  Side Reaidantid 
Planned L o w  Danmty 
Pienned Mad. Density 
Planned High Density 
'ommsrciel 
Neighborhood 
General 
Downtown 
Office 
dustrid 
LiQht 

H e w  

he Note 4. 

Total Fee 
per Acre 

$39,160 
559.820 

S 105.200 
541.130 
53S,160 
559.820 

5105.200 

$40,280 
948.270 
940,280 
$53,530 

329.930 
528,870 

Water 
RAE 

1 .oo 
1.96 
3.49 
1 .w 
1 .oo 
1.96 
3.43 

0.64 
0.64 
0.64 
0.64 

0.28 
0.26 

$ 1,430 
9 1,430 

Police 
RAE Fee= 

1 .oo 
1.77 
4.72 
1.09 
1 .m 
1.77 
4.72 

4.26 
2.59 
4.28 
3.72 

0.30 
0.19 

N 

$1,130 
52,000 
$5.330 
$1,230 
$1,130 
$2,000 
55.330 

54,840 
$2.930 
$4,840 
$4,200 

9340 
5210 

0.42 $450 
0.42 5 4%) 

fire 
RAE Fee/Acra 

1 .oo 
1.96 
4.32 
1.10 
1 .oo 
1.96 
4.32 

2.77 
1.93 
2.77 
2.46 

0.64 
0.61 

$510 
51,Ooo 
52.200 

$560 
5570 

51,030 
52.200 

51,410 
5980 

$1,410 
S 1,250 

5330 
5310 

_ I  

I .  

Storm Orainage i Streets 
RAE FeelAcrei RAE FeelAcr -____ 

i 
.OO 
.oo 
.oo 
.OO 
.oo 
.oo 
.oo 

.33 

.33 

$7.380 
$7,380 1 
$7.350 

$7.380 
57.380 1 
$7,380 I 

59.820 i I 

$9.820 / 

I .oo 
1.96 
3.05 
1 .oo 
1 .oo 
1.96 
3.05 

1.90 
3.82 

$5.380 
510.540 
516,410 
$5,330 
$5,380 

510.540 
S16,AlO 

5 10,220 
520.550 

1.33 1.90 910,220 
1.33 i:::;:! 3.27 $17,590 

1.33 59.820 I 2.00 $10,760 
1.33 59.820 f 1.27 $6,830 

Parka & Recreation 
RAE Fee/Acrc 

1 .co 
1.43 
2.80 
1.10 
1 .00 
1.43 
2.80 

0.32 
0.32 
0.32 
0.54 

0.23 
0.33 

51 1,810 
$16,890 
$33,070 
s 12990 
511.810 
9 18,890 
$31,070 

43,780 
53,7m 
93,780 
5 6,380 

$2.720 
$3,900 

Genersl City 
RAE FdAcra  

1 .oo 
1.43 
2.80 
1.10 
1 .oo 
1.43 
2.80 

0.89 
0.89 
0.89 
1.53 

0.61 
0.93 

56.370 
$9.110 

517,840 
$7,010 
$6.370 
59.110 

S 17.840 

$6,670 
55,670 
65,670 
$9,750 

54,080 
$5.920 

Reference: LMC 515.64.- L Resolution 91-xxx 

1 .  Ttks schedula i R  (I sum- Onb; refer to the reference citnd for det&le of spp!icabiiity and intarprerations. 
2. Lh4C = Lodi Municipsi Code; PWD = Public Works Department 
3. Faas must bc paid before work is scheduled or applicnMa MspPsrmit rseud.  
4. Specid me8 es%esmen!c or charges required by rdmburssmefit e g r e m n t s  arc nor incloded in this summary. 

- __-__--I_ 

Appmvnd: Jack L. Ronsko. Public Works Director Dcto 
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MEMORANDUM, City of Lodi, Public Works Depanment 

f 

TO: City Manager 
City Council 
Plannina Commission 
C i  Depanment Heads 
Interested Parties 

FROM: Public Works Director 

DATE: April 16, 1997 

SUBJECT: Development Impact Fee Study 

As part of the General Plan update, the City retained the firms of Nolte and Associates and 
Angus McDonald and Associates t o  prepare a comprehensive study of costs and financing 
mechanisms for the major capital improvements needed to suppor? the growth shown in rhe 
General Plan. The goal is to  provide needed capital improvements m2eting City service 
standards in a timely fashior?. 

The long-awaited pubiic draft of this study is attached for your review and comment. The study 
recommends eight categories (Water, Sewer, Storm Drainage, Streets, Police, Fire, Parks/ 
Recreation, and General City Facilities) of infrastructure fees based on the General Plan land use 
designations. Table 2-2 summarizes these acreage fees. 

A n  informal public meeting has been set for Tuesday, April 30, at 1 :30 p.m., in the Carnegie 
Forum, 305 West Pine Street, to  review and discuss the draft study. The consultants and City 
staff will make a short presentation and be available for questions. Subsequent work sessions 
and public hearings wili be held with the City Council. Should you have any questions or 
comments in the meantime or not be able to attend the meeting, you are we!come to confact 
Richard Prima or-me at  City Hall at 333-6706. 

Ronsko 

JLR/RCP/mt 

Attachment 

cc: Nolte and Associates 
McDonald and Associates 

. .  L . . .  

. .. . .~ ~~ . .... . 


